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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to determine how secondary students attending F.H. 
Collins Secondary School (FHC) in Whitehorse, Yukon in spring, 2011 viewed and used 
technology to complete their studies at school and at home. FHC is scheduled for 
imminent replacement and the decision about what educational technology to install in 
the new school must be made by the Yukon Department of Education, based on the 
advice of the new school's Building Advisory Committee (BAC)- my recommendations 
are directed to the BAC. Over 50% ofFHC students responded to a voluntary and 
anonymous quantitative survey conducted by FHC staff. I concluded that respondents felt 
powered down (Evans, as cited in Nagel, 2009) while attending FHC because the 
educational technology students use most often and believe to be most important when 
completing schoolwork was more accessible at home than at school. Of great concern is 
that Yukon First Nations were more likely to feel powered down their Non First Nations 
counterparts at FHC. The greatest limitation of the project was the choice to survey 
students of today when trying to conceptualize the school oftomorrow. I recommend that 
all students at FHC have access to school-provided wireless Internet and be encouraged 
to take personal technological devices like laptops to school, and that the school ' s 
Internet site restriction policy be reviewed. 
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Chapter One: Educational Technology and the Students of Tomorrow 
As a result of the recent advances in wireless technology and the soaring numbers 
of students who own and carry handheld devices, desktop computers and designated labs 
may not be necessary in schools of the future. Educational technology is changing so 
rapidly that it is difficult to plan today for what will be needed by students tomorrow. 
This is the very situation being faced by the Department of Education in Whitehorse, 
Yukon. The territorial government has already spent 3 million dollars and another 2. 7 
million dollars was allocated in the February, 2011 budget for the planning and design of 
a new secondary school. Construction of the new school is slated to begin in spring, 2012 
to be completed for fall , 2013 . Students attending any school, particularly a new one, 
require educational technology that meets their needs for the world of the 21 51 century. 
The unifying theme of this project was whether students are powered up or 
powered down (Evans, as cited in Nagel, 2009) while attending high school at FHC. 
These related concepts are best explained by use of an example. Student A and Student B 
are required by their teacher to research a rock and roll band on the Internet and then 
email a short report to the teacher. Student A does not have any type of computer or 
Internet access at home. By using the computers and Internet provided by the school 
Student A would be powered up while attending school. Student B has her own laptop 
computer but it cannot be used with the school's wireless network. Even if she is given a 
special password for the wireless network she is frustrated by continually being denied 
access to a many websites and her Hotmail account by the school's server. Student B 
would consider herself to be powered down while doing schoolwork at school rather than 
completing it at home. 
The problem lies in trying to foresee what educational technology should be 
provided by the education system to create the learning environment 21 st century high 
school students need to properly prepare themselves for the challenges of the new 
century. For the purposes of this project I suggest a very broad interpretation of what 
constitutes educational technology. When I refer to educational technology I typically 
mean electronic technology be it hardware or software. (For example, printers and 
FaceBook could be types of educational technology if used to complete schoolwork). 
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Decisions regarding the educational technologies and the infrastructure that support 
these technologies in the new school must be made. All of these decisions must be made 
considering economic realities and budgetary constraints. No one can predict the future -
especially when it comes to technological change. Because I believe many students are 
one step closer than myself to the technology that will be used in the schools of tomorrow 
than educators such as myself. We, as educators, would be remiss if we did not take their 
opinions and actions into account when building a structure and a system that is 
ultimately for them. 
The Yukon's population is approximately 31 000 and the vast majority of its 
people, 27 000, reside in Whitehorse. Although the city is located in the Yukon and is 
therefore considered remote by many Canadian' s standards, F. H. Collins Secondary 
School (FHC) is considered to be an urban school by the Yukon Department of 
Education. With a student population of approximately 620 students, FHC is the largest 
school in the territory. 
The public school system in Yukon is quite diverse with over 5000 students in 29 
schools offering educational programming from Kindergarten through Grade 12. There 
are 15 public schools in Whitehorse: eight elementary schools, two Catholic elementary 
schools, two secondary schools, one Catholic secondary school, one K-12 French First 
Language school, and one Independent Learning Centre. There are 14 public schools in 
the small rural communities ofYukon, offering Kindergarten to Grade 9 or 10, with 
several communities offering up to grade 12. Students from communities where 
secondary school courses are not offered may attend school in Whitehorse or another 
community where secondary school programming is offered. There are over 700 school 
employees including teachers, educational assistants, remedial tutors, and Aboriginal 
language teachers. 
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The Department of Education supports school operations through a leadership team 
consisting of an Assistant Deputy Minister of Public Schools, three Superintendents of 
Schools, and a Director of Programs and Services. Furthermore, the Department of 
Education employs a number of curriculum and special needs consultants who provide 
assistance to schools. Unlike other jurisdictions in Canada, the Yukon Department of 
Education handles operations that usually fall to provincial authorities (Education Act, 
funding allocations, new school capital expenditures, and representation on provincial 
education councils and committees). Parents have input into the educational priorities of 
schools through an elected School Council, which exists for each school. Many of these 
also guarantee First Nations representation. The Francophone community elects Yukon's 
only school board to govern the territory's only French First Language School. The 
British Columbia program of studies forms the basis of the Yukon curriculum and 
secondary school graduation requirements. 
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General Statement of Problem 
The school currently scheduled for replacement is F.H. Collins Secondary School 
(FHC). Over a year ago a Building Advisory Committee (BAC) was struck to advise the 
Yukon Department of Education on the plan and design of the new school. Members of 
the BAC include the Assistant Deputy Minister, a Superintendent, administrators from 
FHC, teachers from FHC and feeder schools, representation from School Council, 
members from different First Nations, and a variety of community and government 
representatives. As a teacher at FHC, I was selected to be on the BAC. My role on the 
committee is to provide a teacher's perspective on the design and development process of 
the new school. Although final decisions regarding the new school rest with the Yukon 
Department of Education and elected political figures, the BAC in its advisory capacity 
has played a prominent role and its recommendations are taken very seriously. 
Designing a new school is a complex task. A vision of a structure and environment 
that can house the wide range of programs the curriculum demands must also meet the 
educational needs of an incredibly diverse student body. As a member of the BAC, I am 
privy to these realities and have seen some dramatic reversal of decisions. For example, 
in October, 2009 the BAC's decision was to have three full computer labs with desktop 
computers built into the new school. After a consultation with architects demonstrated the 
flexibility of student common spaces and greater discussion amongst the BAC increased 
awareness of technologies such as wireless networks and portable computers, the 
committee considered the option that no labs purely dedicated to desktop computers were 
required. Subsequently the BAC, (and FHC administration and the Yukon Department of 
Education via the BAC) will receive a summary of this study, which, I believe, provides 
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insight into how students currently attending F. H. Collins view and use technology while 
pursuing their studies. In tum, the BAC and Yukon Department of Education may draw 
upon these insights for decisions regarding the role of educational technology and the 
proposed new school. As the BAC includes FHC administrators, a Superintendent and the 
Assistant Deputy Minister, the findings of this project could also be insightful in 
informing broader policy and protocol decisions for FHC and the Yukon Territory. 
Although the physical realities of square footage (for example, designated labs) and 
hardware (for example, desktop computers) are important factors in designing a new 
school, as a teacher with well over a decade of experience I believed current student 
interaction with educational technologies was a critical factor that needed study while the 
BAC attempted to plan for the school of tomorrow. I must interject and make clear that 
the end purpose of this project is not to create a shopping list of technologies I suggest 
the BAC recommend the Department buy for the new school. The focus of my study was 
always to better understand how contemporary Northern students attending FHC view 
and use technology while pursuing their studies. 
The concept of students being powered up or down provides the context for my 
central focus question and related questions. 
Central Focus Question and Related Questions 
The central question for this study is: How do students at F. H. Collins 
Secondary School in Whitehorse, Yukon, view and use technology while pursuing their 
studies? Five more specific but related questions follow, with a key word or phrase in 
parentheses to refer to each of the questions briefly and clearly. 
1. Are students powered up or powered down while attending FHC? (powered up or 
down). 
2. What is the current student ownership/access level while at home to 
technological devices? (ownership and access). 
3. How often do students use various educational technologies to complete 
schoolwork at home versus at school? (frequency of use). 
4. What educational technologies do students feel are important to being able to 
complete schoolwork? (important technologies). 
5. What would students change about the current educational technology at FHC? 
(student suggested changes). 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 
Let's face it; the Internet is almost useless at school. 
-Student Editor, Warrior Weekly 
The Warrior Weekly is the FHC student newspaper. It has the usual awkward 
comics and word games but it is also a platform for students to express opinion on their 
educational environment. As a schoolteacher I use the internet daily if not hourly in the 
course of my work. I use it not only to find facts and images for planning lessons but also 
to present video and audio to my students. In addition I regularly assign students tasks 
that require the use of the internet to complete. I find the internet so indispensible that to 
read the above statement in my very local paper came as quite a shock. 
This sense of shock gradually turned into concern. If as an educator I expect 
students to use educational technology to complete assignments and I am ignorant of how 
they actually feel about and use this technology then am I able to create a pedagogically 
sound educational environment? As Dillenbourg (2008) stated in Integrating 
Technologies into Educational Ecosystems, "Teachers are good or bad ... because they 
apply correctly or incorrectly teaching methods that are or are not relevant to the 
objectives and target audience" (p. 128). Personal concern with the relevance of my 
internet assignments for my target audience broadened to concern as to whether modem 
education can be pedagogically sound without greater awareness among educators of 
how today's students view and use educational technology. 
Perhaps the opening statement should not be such a shock when one considers the 
past decade's unprecedented rate of technological change. Technologies that did not exist 
or was unavailable to the public just ten years ago, to name but a few, include: HDTV, 
GPS, Wi-Fi, Gmail, YouTube, iPod, iPhone, Kindle, Wii, and Facebook (Pogue, 2010, 
p.52). In general Canadians have embraced these changes. A recent Globe and Mail 
article by Oliveira (20 1 0) regarding Canadians use of technology pointed out that 
"Canadians spend more time online than any others ... YouTube per capita consumption 
of video is No. 1 in the world . .. Canadians were among the eager early adopters of 
Facebook ... [and] the average Canadian web surfer reads 16 Wikipedia pages a month, 
which is the most in the world" (p. 1 ). Yet the reality of how Canadians use the Internet 
contrasts greatly with the reality of students at school. 
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Maybe people in charge of classroom learning may not fully understand how the 
students of today are using technology while pursuing their studies. In his article Students 
as 'Free Agent Learners', Nagel (2009) quoted Evans, CEO of Project Tomorrow, a 
survey of more than 281 000 students, 29 000 teachers and 3 100 administrators in all 50 
states as saying, "students tell us that they have to power down to go to school, and then, 
at the end of the school day, they power back up again- a real disconnect in the way 
students are viewing technology from the adults in their educational lives" (p. 1 ). At this 
point I speak from personal experience. The school at which I work currently work 
blocks students' access to Y ouTube and Face Book. Some teachers do not recognize 
Wikipedia as a legitimate or reliable source of information. No wonder J. (20 1 0), the 
student editor of the Warrior Weekly believes that "the Internet is almost useless at 
school" (p. 3). 
I dare say the educators and decision makers mandating the technology students use 
in schools today can easily remember a time before the internet and when computers 
came attached with the adjective "personal". Today even the most senior of high school 
students cannot remember a time without the Internet and cell phones. Nagel (2009) 
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again quoted Evans to describe the emergence of the student as "free agent learner." 
Evans defined the free agent learner as "one that is technology-enabled, technology-
empowered, and technology-engaged to be ... an important part of driving their own 
educational destiny" (p. 3). Evans also stated that one of the great disconnects between 
the free agent learner and teachers is that they "do not agree on which technologies would 
have the greatest impact on learning" (p. 1 ). Or, as Shana (2009) quoted Prensky (2004) 
more bluntly, "today's students are no longer the people our educational system was 
designed to teach" (p. 216). Relevant to this study, I propose that Prensky's terms digital 
immigrant and digital native, were coined to conceptualize the marked difference 
between the generations' contextual understanding of the contemporary educational 
environment. 
Little wonder than that today's educators often cannot react quickly enough when 
attempting to integrate new technology with old pedagogy. Yet the advent of new 
technology and how it might revolutionize education is often met, in the literature, with 
great optimism. In the article, Looking Back to the Future of Educational Technology, 
Mishra, Koehler, and Kereluik (2009) quoted Deveroux, "Today the world of the learners 
is almost unbounded ... new devices for instruction are being scrutinized for their potential 
contributions to the learning process ... the introduction of the talking picture into 
education may prove to be an event as epochal as the application of the principle of the 
wheel to transportation." (p. 48). Deveraux's quote is from 1933. The benefit ofhindsight 
allows me to say he was over-optimistic. But his statement is representative of educators' 
long-standing desire to incorporate technology into their practice. Today over a million 
people are learning online in the U.S.A. alone (Bonk, 2010, p. 62). 
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The desire to incorporate new technologies into practice is long-standing but what 
is new today is the staggering variety of technologies available to students and educators. 
"With the creation of emerging web technologies such as blogs, wikis, instant messengers 
(IM) social bookmarks, podcasts and vodcosts, the web is transforming into a fully 
interactive space ... to allow every one to collaborate, create, publish, subscribe, and share 
information (Saeed, Yan, Sinnappan, 2009, 98). Actual hardware that students can use to 
access the web includes laptops, smartphones and iPads to name only a few. Specifically 
for the iPad alone there are about 5 400 educational applications, nearly 1000 of them 
available at no cost (Hu, 2011 , p. 32). The time required to become proficient with these 
technologies is daunting enough but educators also face the challenge of assessing new 
technology for its value in advancing student learning. As Dillenbourg (2008) made clear, 
"TEL [technology-enhanced learning] has the potential for innovation but. .. technology is 
not per se innovative but innovation germs may be hidden in specific details" (p. 129). 
For busy educators, finding the germ of innovation hidden in the details of the staggering 
amount of educational technology is like finding the proverbial needle in the haystack. 
Yet it is not enough to simply find that cathartic piece of new educational technology. 
Learning happens best when based upon sound pedagogical practice. This 
statement still holds true when using educational technology. The very term educational 
technology implies the technology is somehow educational. Guzman and Nussbaum 
(2009) referred to Okaojie et al. (2006) to stress that, "technology integration implies the 
application of professional competencies that encourage the efficient and effective use of 
pedagogical knowledge as the foundation for the enrichment of teaching" (p. 454). But 
even when the great new hope of educational technology is found and connected to valid 
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pedagogy the most important component of learning must still be considered: the student. 
Regardless of the type of technology used, greater knowledge and understanding of 
individual students and specific groups of students will best help educators guide 
students' education. Saeed, Yan and Sinnappan (2009) quoted Raaig and Schepers (2009) 
to illustrate that, "students ' learning styles and technology preferences should be taken 
into account in order to effectively incorporate emerging web technologies" (p. 98). The 
same three authors also referred to Yang and Tsai (2008) in stating, "a major obstacle for 
the practice of web-based instruction programs is the limited understanding of learners' 
characteristics" (p. 98). Saeed eta/. hypothesized that "students' learning styles influence 
their preferences for using technology and that the use of appropriate technology 
positively influence their academic performance" (p. 98). Perhaps the first place to look 
when pedagogically evaluating a new technology is to the students' personal 
characteristics and learning styles. 
Just as Deveraux's views of talking pictures revolutionizing education were overly 
optimistic, so too might be contemporary educators' hopes for modem educational 
technology. Vallance, Towndrow, and Wiz (2010) suggested, based upon the work of 
Kirschner et a/. (2005), that "although proponents of collaboration tools such as wikis, 
BBS, chat and shared space claim that dialogue is promoted through using these tools, the 
actual usage in education for deep learning is disappointing" (p. 21 ). This may be true but 
Guzman and Nussbaum (2009) stressed, "the need for incorporating a personal element 
in the adoption of technology innovations in the classroom ... [and] the attitudinal factor 
is what ultimately makes the difference in the quality of an implementation" (p. 458). If 
Guzman and Nuss' hypothesis is even partially correct, more must be done to examine 
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how 21 st century learners use and view technology. 
I suggest innovative educators seeking to prepare 21 st century students for the 
challenges of the new century must envision the contemporary educational environment 
as an equilateral triangle of educational technology, solid pedagogy, and contemporary 
students. Educational technology is changing rapidly and so too is pedagogy evolving to 
incorporate such technologies. But one constant to the education system is the student -
now labeled now as the digital native. I say that today's educators looking for insight into 
the educational technology and pedagogy of the schools of tomorrow should tum first to 
our students, the digital natives, and the way these students use and view technology. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
I designed this study to deepen understanding of contemporary northern students' 
use of technology while pursuing their studies at school and at home. This study was site-
specific to FHC for students in grades eight through twelve. The research instrument used 
was a survey. The survey requested both quantitative and qualitative responses from 
participants. The qualitative aspect was intended to allow students to voice broader 
opinions that could not be expressed through a standard quantitative response option. 
Survey responses were analyzed and presented as representative of the entire student 
body but the data were also sorted to determine and present evidence of differences and 
similarities between demographic groupings. Although possibilities for statistical analysis 
of the data exist, my aim was a descriptive analysis of a particular place and time: FHC, 
spring 2011 . 
I completed a descriptive analysis of both the quantitative and qualitative data so 
that I could better ascertain the technological requirements of students who would be 
attending the new FHC. My focus was on how students used and viewed technology 
while pursuing their studies. I reiterate that my study was not designed to provide a 
shopping list of what technologies should be bought for a new school. Rather, I sought a 
deeper understanding of contemporary students' technological needs and their current 
usage of technology. This, it can only be hoped, may result in a better school design to 
meet these same needs. 
Research Role 
I feel full disclosure of my position is necessary. I am a senior social studies teacher 
at F. H. Collins (six grade 12 classes and one grade 11 class for the school year 2010111 ). 
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I am also the Department Head of Social Studies. I have been teaching in the Yukon 
since the school year 1996/97 and teaching at FHC since the school year 2008/09. I am a 
member of the Building Advisory Committee (BAC) that has been meeting since 
September 2009 to guide the design of the new high school. I believe that none of these 
positions unduly biased my method of data collection or my descriptive analysis of the 
data. Rather, they gave me an insider' s view of the problem and context and increased the 
relevance of the study to the particular context. The study was meaningful and had an 
immediate potential application. 
Instrumentation 
The data collection instrument was a survey (see Appendix A). The survey 
questions were created in consultation with the Yukon Department of Education 
(specifically the Superintendent of Schools and Principal ofFHC), my UNBC 
supervisory committee, and my Masters of Education cohort. The survey was designed so 
that regardless of grade level most students could complete the survey without teacher 
intervention in approximately twenty minutes. All students wrote the same survey. 
The theme of my study was whether students were powered up or down while at 
FHC. Many of the survey questions were designed to produce data that would allow me 
to contrast how students used and viewed technology to complete schoolwork while at 
home compared to their time at school. After some preliminary demographic questions 
(to be discussed following) the first group of questions was designed to establish the 
ownership/access level of students to various technologies while at home. The second 
group of questions focused on students' frequency of technology use while at home 
versus while at school. The third group of questions established the importance students 
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placed on various technologies. Response options for the survey questions in these three 
sections were based upon a Likert-type scale. The Likert-type scale was used to allow for 
psychometric applications in the data analysis. 
The fourth group of questions allowed for only a yes/no response. I used this 
response option to elicit data that would allow for an unambiguous analysis ofFHC 
students' position regarding a specific issue or situation (for example, whether students 
felt Facebook should be accessible through school-provided technology). 
The final two questions were qualitative in nature and allowed for open-ended 
responses. These two questions were designed to solicit opinions students had about 
technology in their school and what technologies they wanted in the school of the future. 
The open-ended questions allowed for unrestricted responses that provided unanticipated 
insight into students' views regarding educational technology that were beyond the scope 
of a purely quantitative response. Open-ended questions also provided students the 
opportunity to voice opinions on an issue that may have been unaddressed in the survey 
due to the simple absence of a question addressing this same issue. 
In the demographics section students identified themselves by: grade, gender, 
enrollment in French Immersion, and which feeder school a student attended in Grade 7 
(this included Whitehorse Elementary Schools, Yukon Elementary School outside 
Whitehorse, and Elementary school outside Yukon). The demographic information 
provided by students allowed for an analysis of responses to determine if and how a 
particular demographic group's responses contrasted to those of other groups or the entire 
sample population. 
Respondents also had the option to self-identify as Yukon First Nation, Other First 
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Nation than Yukon, Metis, Inuit, Recent Immigrant or Other. My decision to provide a 
section on the survey for student self-identification by ancestry was made only after 
consultation with the Yukon Department of Education (specifically the Superintendent of 
Schools for FHC), my committee and my UNBC Masters of Education cohort- many of 
whom are proud and respected members of Yukon First Nations. The potential benefits in 
ascertaining the educational technology needs of any particular demographic outweighed 
any possible negative labeling. This was a key consideration in determining the construct 
of the demographics section. 
Research Population 
The research population was students who were attending FHC in spring, 2011 , and 
who also completed the Student Use of Technology Today survey I created for this 
project. FHC is a dynamic school with a broad range of cultures and programming. It is 
the French Immersion high school for the territory but it is not exclusively devoted to the 
French Immersion program. Although it is anticipated that within several years half of the 
student population will be in the French Immersion stream, the other half of the student 
population is in the regular English stream. FHC also houses the Yukon's only dedicated 
ESL programming at the secondary level. FHC also has an extensive Industrial Arts 
wmg. 
FHC is located in Whitehorse but its catchment area includes several communities 
in rural Yukon that do not have a high school. Some of the students who come from rural 
communities to attend FHC live at Gadzoosda Student Residence. 
Approximately 25% ofFHC students are bussed in to the school from within 
Whitehorse itself or from areas outside the municipal boundaries. I believed it was 
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important to recognize that many students come from outside Whitehorse's municipal 
boundaries. Although 3G high-speed cellular service is available in and near to 
Whitehorse, more distant locations and the rural communities generally have only DSL 
and cable modem high-speed access; therefore the reliability of mobile technologies that 
access the Internet through cellular service outside Whitehorse can be rather limited. That 
Internet access - be it 3G, DSL, or cable- is available almost everywhere in the territory. 
This was important to recognize as it demonstrates that infrastructure is in place for 
students from Whitehorse to access the Internet while at home, provided their parents or 
guardians are able and willing to purchase the necessary hardware and pay the required 
internet service provider's fees. 
The entire FHC student population of 620 was targeted to write the survey. Grades 
8 and 9 students were surveyed as they will be attending the new school on the proposed 
opening day. Grades 10 through 12 students were chosen to gain data from more mature 
students. Ultimately 321 students answered the survey. This sample size will be further 
discussed in the following procedures section. 
Procedures 
My first concern was to devise a study that provided greater understanding of how 
students at FHC view and use technology while completing their studies. As many as a 
third oftoday's students enrolled at FHC will also attend the new FHC. I therefore 
decided that a descriptive analysis of data gathered from current FHC students would be 
of great help for Yukon educators and the BAC to better anticipate the educational 
technology requirements of students attending the new FHC. Although there may be 
other potential applications of my findings I stress that my descriptive analysis is time 
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and site-specific to spring 2011 at FHC. 
My project proposal was devised and completed from September, 2010 to 
February, 2011. Upon refinement of my focus questions the central task was the 
development of the survey. The survey questions were created in consultation with my 
Masters of Education cohort, the Yukon Department of Education (specifically the 
Superintendent of Schools for FHC and Principal ofFHC) and my faculty committee. 
Consultation in survey design was important to prevent any inadvertent bias resulting not 
only from my own cultural background and personal interests in technology, but also 
from my professional teaching methods . For example, as a senior social studies teacher I 
may have been more concerned with technology applicable to writing essays than 
applications of technology in a shop environment. 
Next, I met with my supervisor and committee members to discuss my project 
proposal. My proposal was granted approval, provided that slight revisions and one major 
change were made. The major change regarded the target sample population. Due to the 
low rate of return at FHC when requesting written parental approval for conducting 
studies with children, as mine was, I had initially intended to survey two classes per 
grade. I thought that only two classes per grade would allow me to work more closely 
with classroom teachers to ensure the parental permission forms required by the UNBC 
Research Ethics Board would be collected. However, my supervisor believed it would be 
better to target the entire school population. Another committee member (the 
Superintendent of Schools for FHC) also believed the potential benefits from my project 
warranted a school-wide writing of the survey and advised me to attempt to obtain the 
permission of my principal at FHC to do so. Upon evaluating my project as having 
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potential educational benefit, the principal of FHC gave me his verbal consent to conduct 
a school-wide write of the survey. This assent was granted under the conditions that my 
project pass through a full ethics review, that parents were informed in the FHC 
newsletter, and that teacher and student participation was to be completely voluntary. 
With the principal ' s mandate the UNBC Research Ethics Board agreed parental 
permission for students to write my survey was no longer required. Written consent was 
then gained from the Yukon Department of Education and the FHC principal (see 
Appendix B). 
A pilot survey was conducted with a group of approximately 15 students to ensure 
the clarity of the questions. Only minor revisions to the survey were made. 
Teachers were informed of my study at a staff meeting in early March, 2011. 
Teachers were informed that their participation in conducting the survey was voluntary. 
Immediately after the staff meeting all teachers received written notification formally 
requesting their participation in conducting the survey (see Appendix B). 
As suggested by the principal, to minimize disruption to regular school activities, a 
specific date and class period at the end of March, 2011 was designated to have students 
complete the survey. This scheduling ensured that no student wrote the survey twice. If a 
teacher was unable to administer the survey to a particular class at the suggested time, a 
time frame for completion within one week was requested of teachers. Of the 29 teachers 
who were asked to participate, 26 agreed to do so. Two of the three teachers who refused 
to participate stated time constraints imposed by the senior grades' curriculum. The 
remaining teacher was not in the school during the week of the survey due to a series of 
field trips. On the day prior to the set date I delivered all the surveys to teachers who 
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agreed to participate. 
To ensure students feared no negative repercussions survey instructions explicitly 
stated, "You are not required to complete the survey. Your participation is voluntary. If 
you do not wish to complete the survey, after 30 minutes fold the survey in half and 
submit a blank survey to your teacher." Ultimately 321 surveys were completed out of a 
student population of approximately 620. That all 620 students did not respond to the 
survey may be attributed to some teachers and students choosing not to participate and 
that on any given day a proportion of students are absent from school for a variety of 
reasons. 
Completed surveys were collected by me or delivered to me by the teachers. 
Before the analysis was started, the data were reviewed to determine if any missing 
data values or discrepant values were entered. Values were corrected against the original 
response or discarded. Discarded discrepant values or missing data values were 
considered a blank response. Data from all 321 complete surveys were analyzed but my 
results and graphs show a lower number of responses regarding a particular question if it 
received one or more blank responses. 
Method of Analysis 
The examination of the quantitative data was completed using descriptive statistics. 
Analyses were conducted to determine the means, modes, standard deviations, and skews 
of the survey data. My analyses were conducted with the use ofMicrosoft® Excel® 
available on my password-secured personal computer. The means were found for the 
responses to each survey question and analyzed across the various demographic 
groupings with particular attention paid to any demographic group ' s response being 
beyond standard deviation. Graphs were created to present data groupings visually. An 
examination of the graphs was completed to determine patterns in student responses. 
Although there was potential for statistical analysis, I focused on a descriptive analysis 
that would illustrate how students at FHC view and use technology while completing 
their studies. 
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Open-ended responses were organized or analyzed, not by demographic groupings 
but by the entire sample population. I analyzed the qualitative responses as a whole 
because I wanted a broad understanding of what students would change about educational 
technology at school. I believed that too much attention to detail, such as analysis of 
demographic groupings, would hinder rather than help me understand the general trend of 
student sentiment students had about educational technology. I completed the analysis of 
the open-ended qualitative questions by first organizing the responses by prevalent 
themes. I then analyzed the responses to isolate responses that I felt were representative 
and would provoke discussion regarding the most common or insightful issues addressed 
by respondents. 
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 
Response Rates 
Ultimately 26 of29 (89.6%) classroom teachers administered the survey and 321 of 
approximately 620 (51.7%) students at FHC completed the survey. There appeared to be 
no particular setting within the school in which the survey was not completed. The lower 
rate of student response (51. 7% ), actually 57% in classes where the survey was given, 
when compared to teacher response (89.6%) can be attributed to student absenteeism or 
students simply choosing not to complete the survey, perhaps because they did not see an 
immediate personal benefit. Despite the initial appearance of a low response rate, after 
discussion with the FHC principal, I was satisfied with this rate of response. 
Table 1 
Demographic Numbers of FHC Student Population vs. Research Population 
Characteristic 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
Grade 11 
Grade 12 
First Nations 
ESL Program 
Recent Immigrant 
FHC Student Population 
n = 614 
n % 
101 16 
102 17 
117 19 
134 22 
140 23 
104 17 
20 3 
Research Population 
n = 321 
n % 
65 20 
73 23 
72 22 
59 18 
50 16 
58 18 
7 2 
Note: - indicates data specific to characteristic was not available. Totals may not agree 
with n or % due to blank responses in survey and rounding. 
Mean responses to questions varied little if at all when analyzed by gender. The 
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research population by demographic characteristic was reflective of the FHC student 
body (Table 1). FHC records classified 20 students as ungraded. That grades 8 & 9 had a 
slightly higher, and grades 11 & 12 a slightly lower, response rate when compared to the 
student population numbers prompted slight concern but I believed were within a 
reasonable margin. One explanation for a higher rate of response from grades 8 and 9 and 
lower rate of response from grades 11 & 12 could be that the lower grades do not have 
scheduled spares and are required to be in the school during all regular class times. I 
believe my descriptive analysis of the data is reflective of the current FHC student 
population. 
Powered Up or Down. My first question, related to the overall question, was: Are 
students powered up or powered down while attending FHC? 
This question was not asked directly on the survey but was addressed using 
responses from several survey questions analyzed by different demographic groupings. 
Approximately three quarters of respondents indicated that they considered themselves to 
be powered down while at FHC, a result determined by analysis of survey question 91, 
"Is your educational technology access level higher at home than at school?" Responses 
to this broad question were based upon students' interpretation of both "educational 
technology" and "access level." This result of approximately three quarters of 
respondents feeling powered down was determined through an analysis of demographic 
groupings by student grade level (Figure 1) and student self-identification (Figure 2). 
Survey Question 91 . Is your educational technology access level 
higher at home than at school? 
100% .-~--~---.---.----~~----~--~---.--------~~--
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 
0% 
Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 1 0 Grade 11 Grade 12 All 
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No 
• Yes 
Figure 1. Students respond by grade that their educational technology access is higher at 
home than at FHC (n =314, blank responses discounted). 
Survey Question 91. Is your educational technology access level 
higher at home than at school? 
100% .--r--~--~--~----~~----~--r---~--,-------~--
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 
0% 
Non First Immigrants Yukon First 
Nations (n=7) Nation 
(n=224) (n=45) 
Metis 
(n=12) 
Other First All 
Nation (n=304) 
(n=10) 
No 
• Yes 
Figure 2. Students respond by self-identification that their educational technology access 
is higher at home than at FHC (n=304, blank responses discounted). 
100% 
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 
0% 
Survey Question 91 . Is your educational technology access level 
higher at home than at school? 
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No 
• Yes 
Figure 3. Students respond by elementary school that their educational technology access 
is higher at home than at FHC. (n=310, blank responses discounted) . 
Regardless of how students may have interpreted key terms within the question the 
data revealed a general sentiment that their educational technology access level was 
lower at school than at home. An analysis by student self-identification (Figure 2) 
revealed the majority of Yukon First Nations (58%) also felt powered down at FHC. In 
total, Yukon First Nation and Non First Nation students representing 90% of respondents 
were powered down at FHC but there is a sizeable gap of 21 percentage points between 
Yukon First Nation (58%) and Non First Nations students (79%). Two groupings by self-
identification, Metis (41 %) and Other First Nation (40%) responded in the minority to 
being powered down (Figure 3). Discounting where n < 10, all students regardless of 
feeder school felt powered down at FHC. Students who attended grade 7 at a school in 
the Yukon but outside of Whitehorse were least likely to have felt powered down while at 
FHC (50%). 
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Elijah Smith (ES), Hidden Valley (HV), Jack Hulland (JH), and Takhini (T) are 
all schools within the municipal boundaries of Whitehorse, but outside of the FHC 
catchment area. Christ the King (CK) is a Catholic Elementary School. Ecole Emile 
Tremblay (EET) is the French First Language School. Whitehorse Elementary (WES) is 
the French Immersion Elementary School. Selkirk Elementary (SES) and Golden Hom 
(GH) are both English-stream elementary schools. GH is officially considered rural by 
the Department of Education as it is just outside the Whitehorse Municipal boundaries 
but is within the Yukon' s 3G network. Outside Yukon (OY) are schools outside of the 
territory and could be anywhere in Canada or beyond. Outside Whitehorse (OW) are 
schools outside of Whitehorse and the immediate area which means a rural Yukon 
community. 
Not only did the majority of students feel powered down at FHC, but the majority 
(66%) of students responded that they often took homework home specifically because of 
technological restrictions at school (Figure 4). The demographic grouping that was least 
likely to take schoolwork home specifically because of technology restrictions were 
Yukon First Nations at 52% compared to 66% for all respondents. My initial response to 
this statistic was that it was not surprising because Figure 2 demonstrates Yukon First 
Nations were less likely to feel powered down at FHC than Non First Nations. Perhaps 
many First Nations students chose to concentrate their efforts to complete schoolwork 
while still at school because the required technology was not be available at home. I must 
stress that my supposition at this point is purely conjecture and more study most be done 
to explain why Yukon First Nations are less likely than Non First Nations to take 
schoolwork home. There may be causes other than technological restrictions at school. 
Survey Question 93. Do you often take schoolwork home specifically 
because of technological restrictions at school? 
100% ~----~--~--------~~----~--r---~--~----r-~--
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 
0% 
Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 1 0 Grade 11 Grade 12 All 
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No 
• Yes 
Figure 4. The majority of students respond that they often take schoolwork home due to 
technological restrictions at school (n=314, blank responses discounted). 
The term "technological restrictions" within survey question 93 was open to 
students' interpretations. A possible interpretation amongst many may have included 
internet site restrictions imposed by YesNet (the Yukon Department of Education server), 
such as the prohibition ofFacebook. Although determining all reasons that students take 
schoolwork home was beyond the scope of my study, survey question 94 asked, "In the 
course of using the Internet at school are you regularly denied access to what you 
consider legitimate websites?", to specifically address internet site restrictions. 87% of 
students felt they were regularly denied access to legitimate internet sites. This 
overwhelmingly affirmative response occurred regardless of grade level or demographic 
designation. 
Results regarding FHC students and Facebook were intriguing. To survey 
question 105, "Do you think students should be able to access Facebook with the school 
Internet?" 56% responded "Yes." 
Survey Question 105. Do you think students should be able to access 
Facebook with the school internet? 
100% ~-r--~---,--~----~~----~--r----,--~----~~--
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No 
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 
• Yes 
0% 
Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade II Grade 12 All 
Figure 5. "Yes" responses to Facebook access via FHC-provided technology. (n =319, 
blank responses discounted. 
"Yes" responses to Face book at school peaked in grade 10 and then decreased with grade 
12's being the least likely to believe that Facebook should be allowed at school. Other 
interesting results regarding Facebook included: the highest "yes" response of any 
demographic grouping were Metis students (n= 12) at 75%, followed closely by Yukon 
First Nation students (n=45) at 70% although only 52% of the Non First Nation (n = 221) 
demographic responded in the affirmative to this question. This question did not attempt 
to address whether or not students applied the use ofFacebook specifically to their 
academic studies. How applicable students feel Facebook is to schoolwork will be 
addressed later in my analysis. 
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Analysis of the data revealed that students at FHC are taking technology into their 
hands -literally. The research population was asked if they carried a personal electronic 
device that could access the Internet at the moment they were writing the survey. 
Table 2 
%Respondents that carry a device at School that can access the internet without or with 
the FHC Wireless Network 
Characteristic 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
Grade 11 
Grade 12 
% respondents with device 
that can access internet 
at school without FHC wireless 
network 
41 
55 
56 
54 
56 
Yukon First Nations (n = 46) 58 
Recent Immigrant (n = 7) 43 
Non First Nation (n = 226) 52 
All (n=307) 52 
% respondents with device 
that can access Internet 
at school with FHC wireless 
network 
45 
61 
71 
65 
63 
64 
43 
60 
60 
Note: Totals may not agree with n due to blank responses in survey. 
The majority of respondents (52%) indicated that students carried devices that could 
instantly access the internet through a private cellular service provider (Table 2). Sixty 
per cent of respondents indicated they carried a device that could access the Internet if 
they were provided access to the FHC wireless network. However, in spring of2011 
students were not allowed access to the FHC wireless network using personal devices. 
Discounting where n<10, the only demographic grouping that was more likely not to 
have instant access to the internet via a personal handheld device were Grade 8s. I found 
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noteworthy that Yukon First Nations who carry a device that could access the internet 
without (58%) or with (64%) the FHC wireless network exceeded the respective 
responses (52%, 60%) for Non First Nations. These figures become even more intriguing 
when considered against the fact that 58% of Yukon First Nations reported being 
powered down at school, as compared to 79% of Non First Nations students. 
Ownership and Access. My second question was: What is the current student 
ownership/access level to technological devices at home? 
Survey data provided student ownership/access levels at home to seven different 
types of technological hardware. Student responses were based on a 4-point Likert-type 
scale. Any response higher than a "1" indicated that although a student might have to 
share, he or she could access a particular device at home. Response totals were also 
organized by percentage of students who indicated a particular ownership/access level. 
The response range for these questions was 1 - 4: 1 = Do not have device at home; 2 = 
One at home, family members share; 3 = More than one at home, family members share; 
4 = Have my own. 
Table 3 
Student ownership/access level to technological devices at home 
Variable n M Mode SD Skew 
Printer 320 2.15 2 0.75 0.71 
Desktop 318 2.25 2 0.96 0.57 
Laptop 317 2.88 4 1.14 -0.39 
Tablet 316 1.56 1 1.13 1.65 
Cellphone w/o Net 308 2.32 1 1.39 0.23 
Cellphone w. Net 317 2.49 4 1.40 0.06 
Handheld w. Net 320 2.90 4 1.37 -0.55 
I 
14 
19 
16 
77 
50 
44 
30 
by % 
2 3 
63 17 
51 16 
25 14 
5 2 
6 8 
6 7 
7 6 
4 
6 
14 
45 
16 
37 
43 
57 
Note: Tablet example: iPad, Handheld is a device that accesses the internet through a 
wireless, not cellular, network; example: iPod Touch. (Blank responses discounted). 
I believe FHC students' Ownership/Access Level at home to be quite high. The 
only device with a high positive skew and a mean lower than 2 was the relatively new 
tablet technology. All of the devices other than "tablet" queried by the survey had a 
response mean greater than two, which indicated students could access the device 
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because there was "one at home, family members share". The fairly low mean of 2.15 for 
printers this could be explained considering the relative ease with which such a device 
can be shared. 
I did not include a table that showed student ownership/access level to 
technological devices at home by student self-identification, yet it is again of interest that 
although less likely to report feeling powered down while attending FHC, for some 
devices Yukon First Nations had access levels at home that exceeded Non First Nations 
students. For example, 52% of Yukon First Nations respondents had their own laptop 
compared to a response of 43% for Non First Nations. But First Nations students did not 
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consistently have higher access levels at home. For example, 38% of Yukon First Nations 
respondents did not did not have a printer at home while only 8% of Non First Nations 
students reported they did not have a printer at home. Although my survey provided the 
data to specifically compare access levels to technological devices at home by student 
self-identification, my greater focus was on the FHC student body as a whole. That said, I 
strongly suggest more study could be undertaken in this area. 
Of note is how the mobile technology of laptops and handheld devices with internet 
rank higher than the traditional desktop. Handheld devices with internet and laptops had 
the highest means, respectively, and along with cellphone with internet were the only two 
devices to have modes higher than two. Fifty seven per cent of students at FHC have their 
own portable device that could access the internet if a wireless network were available. I 
also found it worth noting that 45% of students had their own laptop computer. 
Frequency of Use. My third question was: How often do students use various 
educational technologies to complete schoolwork at home versus at school? 
My attempts to answer this question required students to respond to two sets of 
survey questions. The only differing characteristic was that the first set of questions 
queried how often students use a particular technology at home and the second set 
queried how often students used the same technology at school. The seven technological 
devices addressed by question 3 matched the seven technological devices addressed by 
question 2, but the survey also queried how often students used a range of other internet 
sites, applications, and software such as Y ouTube, e-mail, and text messaging to 
complete schoolwork. Student responses were based on a 5-point Likert-type scale: 
Response range 1- 5; 1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 =Often; 5 =Always. 
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Table 4 
How often students use a technological device to complete schoolwork at school and at 
home 
Variable M Mode SD Skew 
s H s H s H s H 
Printer 2.74 2.00 3 4 0.95 1.26 0.12 -0.25 
Desktop 3.05 2.67 3 1 0.98 1.32 -0.11 0.17 
Laptop 1.57 3.03 1 4 1.03 1.51 1.84 -0.11 
Tablet 1.19 1.35 1 1 0.71 0.98 3.83 2.83 
Cellphone w/o Net 1.44 1.46 1 1 0.96 0.97 2.34 2.39 
Cellphone w. Net 1.74 1.60 I 1 1.30 1.09 1.49 1.81 
Handheld w. Net l.I7 1.82 1 1 1.18 1.22 1.53 1.32 
Note: S =School, H =Home. n >310for all devices. (Blank responses discounted) . 
Table 5 
How often students use a technological device, by %, to complete schoolwork at school 
and at home by % 
Variable School Home 
I 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
Printer 9 30 42 16 3 18 14 27 31 10 
Desktop 6 21 42 26 6 29 17 22 21 10 
Laptop 71 13 7 7 3 24 16 14 25 21 
Tablet 90 4 3 2 1 85 5 3 3 4 
Cellphone w/o Net 81 5 7 3 4 79 9 5 3 4 
Cellphone w. Net 71 6 8 8 7 72 11 8 5 4 
Handheld w. Net 66 II 13 5 5 60 15 12 7 5 
Note: Totals may not = 100% due to rounding. n > 310 for all devices. (Blank responses 
discounted). 
In analyzing the responses I determined the three devices used most often to 
complete schoolwork at school (S) were a desktop computer, printer, and cellphone with 
internet access. The three devices used most often at home (H) were laptop computers, 
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desktop computers, and printers. 
Although the response mean of internet capable cell phone usage at school ranked 
third amongst devices, the skew was 1.49, indicating student response on the Likert-type 
scale tended to be low. However this school skew of 1.49 was lower than home skew of 
1.81, indicating students were more likely to use their cell phones at school than at home. 
When I analyzed "Cellphone w. Net" and "Handheld w. Net" for how often students use 
the device to complete schoolwork, it was interesting to note that the response means for 
cellphones was higher at school (1.74) than at home (1.60) and handhelds had higher use 
at home (1.82) than at school (1.17). This is intriguing when I considered students could 
not access the FHC wireless network at school but they could access cellular service. At 
home many students have access to both a wireless network and cellular service. (My 
survey results indicated 80% ofFHC students have access to wireless network at home). 
These two devices also had the highest have my own ownership/access levels: internet-
capable cellphones (43%), and internet-capable handhelds (57%). 
The only negative skew for devices used at school was for desktop computers 
( -0.11 ). For devices used at home the only negative skews were for printers ( -0.25) and 
laptops ( -0.11 ). The greatest spread for mode occurred in laptop usage at home ( 4) versus 
at school ( 1) and in desktop usage at school (3) versus at home (1 ). All other modes 
matched or they were within a spread of one. 
As Table 5 indicates, 71% of students never use a laptop at school, which is 
startling when considering the fact that 45% of students have their own laptop (see Table 
3). I calculated the response means for how often students who responded "have my 
own" laptops use these devices to complete schoolwork at home (3 .04) and at school 
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(1.59). The response means for how often all students use a laptop to complete 
schoolwork at home (3.03) and at school (1.57) did not differ significantly from the 
means calculated for students who have their own laptop. Even students who have their 
own laptops are not using them at school with nearly the frequency they do at home. 
Table 6 
How often students use an application or software to complete schoolwork at school and 
at home 
Variable M Mode SD Skew 
s H s H s H s H 
Word Processing 3.53 3.50 4 4 1.05 1.32 -0.41 -0.67 
Search Engine 3.97 3.96 5 5 0.97 1.16 -0.63 -1.13 
Student ID File 2.27 1.32 1 1 1.36 0.80 0.61 2.95 
FirstClass, not e-mail 2.11 1.50 1 1 1.22 1.02 0.77 2.08 
FirstClass, e-mail 2.33 1.71 1 1 0.52 1.04 0.51 1.54 
E-mail, personal 1.59 2.43 1 1 1.13 1.36 1.85 0.45 
Photoshop, or similar 1.76 1.47 1 1 1.01 0.91 1.27 1.92 
!Movie, or similar 1.54 1.41 1 1 0.80 0.28 1.71 2.05 
Facebook 1.48 2.43 1 1 1.25 1.58 2.26 0.55 
YouTube 1.55 2.33 1 1 1.15 1.45 1.97 0.64 
Text Messaging 1.92 2.17 1 1 1.32 1.49 1.16 0.83 
Presentation Software 2.44 2.02 3 1 1.06 1.16 0.19 0.88 
Note: S = School, H = Home. n > 310 for all applications and software. (Blank responses 
discounted). Both the potential and actual range for all devices was 1 - 5. 
As Tables 6 and 7 show, the response means for how often students used 
applications and software to complete schoolwork tended to be below 2.5, or less than 
"soetimes." For both at school and at home the only two applications that had an all 
student response mean greater than 2.5 were word processing and search engines. 
Regardless of location, students used these two applications with far greater regularity 
than any other software to complete school work, with both applications having an all 
student response mean of 3.5 ("Sometimes" to "Often") or higher. Whether at school or 
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at home, more than 50% of students responded they "often" or "always" use word 
processing and search engines to complete schoolwork. 
Table 7 
How often students use an application or software to complete schoolwork at school and 
at home by % 
Variable School Home 
2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Word Processing 3 13 28 36 19 12 9 19 36 24 
Search Engine 1 5 25 33 36 6 4 17 36 38 
Student ID File 40 20 20 14 7 80 13 3 2 2 
FirstClass, not e-mail 42 23 21 10 4 72 13 9 3 3 
FirstClass, e-mail 32 26 24 13 4 60 20 12 4 4 
E-mail, personal 73 10 8 5 5 37 17 21 16 9 
Photoshop, or similar 54 24 15 4 2 73 12 12 2 1 
!Movie, or similar 63 24 10 2 1 77 10 9 3 1 
Facebook 82 4 3 4 6 44 13 16 11 17 
YouTube 74 9 9 4 4 41 16 22 9 11 
Text Messaging 58 14 15 7 7 53 11 14 9 13 
Presentation Software 22 28 34 13 2 47 20 21 8 4 
Note: Totals may not = 100% due to rounding. n > 310 for all devices. (Blank responses 
discounted). 
The response means for all students using all other types of software and 
applications was below 2.5 for both at home and at school. This indicates that students 
"rarely" or "never" used these types of technology. Of these applications "presentation 
software" at school (for example, PowerPoint) came closest to being used "sometimes" 
by students as it had the highest response mean (2.44). That presentation software was 
often used to complete schoolwork at school is supported by both a relatively high 
response mean (2.44) and mode (3) and relatively low skew (0.19). Almost half of all 
students ( 49%) indicated they use presentation software at school at least "sometimes." 
The next highest response means for technologies used by students to complete 
37 
schoolwork were "Facebook" at home (2.43), "E-mail - Personal" at home (2.43), 
"FirstClass"/school-provided e-mail at school (2.33) and YouTube at home (2.33). 
Internet sites such as Facebook, and YouTube were not available via the school server 
due to site restrictions. Yet when able to access these sites at home to complete 
homework students claimed to be doing so. Forty four percent of students "sometimes" or 
more often use FaceBook at home to complete schoolwork, and 42% of students 
"sometimes" or more often use Y ouTube at home to complete schoolwork. Personal e-
mail accounts such as Hotmail were not accessible at school due to site restrictions but 
the school-provided FirstClass e-mail was accessible at home. But when students were at 
home and had the option to choose they seemed to prefer personal e-mail accounts (2.43) 
to school YesNet e-mail accounts (1. 77). Twenty five percent of all students "often" or 
"always" use their personal e-mail at home to complete schoolwork. 
Important Technologies. My fourth question was: What educational technologies do 
students feel are important to being able to complete schoolwork? 
My attempt to answer this question required students to rate a variety of 
technological devices, applications, and software in terms of importance for completing 
schoolwork. Responses were based on a Likert-type scale of 1 - 5. Possible survey 
responses were: 1 = Never Helpful; 2 = Sometimes Helpful; 3 = Helpful; 4 = Important; 5 
= Very Important. The only two devices that had not been queried in any way elsewhere 
in the survey were "video camera" and "computer projector". 
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Table 8 
Importance students place on different types of educational technology 
By% 
Variable M Mode SD Skew 2 3 4 5 
Printer 3.86 5 1.16 -0.63 3 9 25 25 38 
Desktop 3.69 5 1.23 -0.54 6 13 23 23 35 
Laptop 3.43 5 1.40 -0.42 13 12 23 23 29 
Tablet 2.02 1 1.20 1.08 43 28 17 5 6 
Cellphone w/o Net 1.49 1 0.87 2.06 67 23 6 3 2 
Cellphone w. Net 2.24 1 1.30 0.68 40 21 23 9 7 
Handheld w. Net 2.48 3 1.28 0.48 28 24 29 9 10 
Video Camera 2.10 1 1.06 0.78 34 33 25 4 3 
Computer Projector 2.37 1 1.29 0.63 30 28 23 10 9 
Word Processing 4.03 5 1.24 -1.12 6 7 14 24 49 
Search Engine 4.18 5 1.15 -1.32 4 5 14 22 55 
Student ID File 2.19 1 1.33 0.84 41 25 17 9 8 
FirstClass, not e-mail 2.15 1 1.33 0.85 43 23 16 10 7 
FirstClass, e-mail 2.29 1 1.30 0.69 37 26 18 12 8 
E-mail, personal 2.42 1 1.41 0.53 34 23 19 14 10 
Photoshop, or similar 1.99 I 1.11 0.99 41 31 19 5 4 
!Movie, or similar 1.93 1 1.04 0.99 45 28 18 6 3 
Face book 2.13 1 1.42 0.98 48 20 13 7 11 
YouTube 2.34 1 1.34 0.70 35 25 22 8 11 
Text Messaging 2.13 1 1.33 0.99 42 28 14 7 9 
Presentation Software 2.80 3 1.30 0.13 20 21 28 19 11 
Note: Totals may not = 100% due to rounding. n > 310 for all devices. (Blank responses 
discounted). 
The five most important technologies to students as indicated by my analysis of 
mean, mode, skew and by percentage, were search engines, word processing, printers, 
and desktop and laptop computers, noting that desktop computers were frequently used 
by students at school and laptops are frequently used at home. 
In analyzing the survey responses, I determined that the ranking of importance 
students assigned a particular technology linked at times with how often students used a 
device or software. For example, search engines were "always" used at home by 36% of 
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students and 53% of students responded that search Engines were "very important" to 
completing schoolwork - the highest rate by percent in their respective categories. The 
vast majority of students reported that they "never" use their cell phones without internet 
capability at school (81 %) or at home (79%) to complete schoolwork and 67% of 
students reported that these cellphones were "never helpful" for completing schoolwork 
-the second highest and highest rate by percent in their respective categories. This 
apparent link between importance placed on a technology and how often it was used held 
true in other areas - notably when analyzing the data for presentation software" such as 
PowerPoint. Presentation software was the only technology other than the 
aforementioned five to rank a response mean (2.8) of importance that exceeded 2.5 and 
also the only technology other than aforementioned five that was considered "important" 
or "very important" by at least 30% of students. 
The apparent link between the importance of a particular technology and how often 
students used it was not always present. Whether at home or at school, at least 75% of 
respondents responded that they "never" or "rarely" used handheld devices with internet 
capability to complete schoolwork. Yet for all devices and applications that did not 
receive an importance response means of at least 2.5, "Handheld w. Net" came closest 
(2.48). Handhelds with internet capability were also the only device or application other 
than those already mentioned in this section to receive an importance response mode (3) 
greater than one. Nearly half of all students ( 48%) viewed "handheld w. net" as at least 
"helpful" to completing schoolwork, although only 23% of students responded that they 
used handheld devices at least "sometimes", for both at school and at home. 
My analysis of the data revealed interesting results when comparing cell phones and 
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handheld devices. When viewed by survey respondents in terms of being helpful in 
completing schoolwork the mean response for cellphones without internet" (1.49) was 
relatively low, compared to the response means for cellphones or handhelds with internet 
(2.24) (2.48). These response means seem to indicate students viewed the two devices 
that could access the internet as being at least "sometimes helpful" when completing 
schoolwork while the device that could not was overwhelmingly (67%) viewed as "never 
helpful"- with 67% being the highest such response for any device, application, or 
software. Seventy per cent of all students responded that text messaging (applicable to 
schoolwork when considering communication between students) is "never" or "rarely" 
useful. Perhaps teachers should ask what students are their cellphones for and whether 
they can access the internet with them before requesting that students stop using them. 
Applications and internet sites typically used as tools for communication (e-mail, 
FaceBook) generally ranked between "sometimes helpful" and "helpful". Ofthis 
particular grouping, students' "E-mail (personal)" had the highest response means (2.42) 
despite students being unable to access accounts such at Hotmail at school due to school-
imposed website restrictions. Hotmail was available to students using a cellphone with 
Internet access via cellular service. Y ouTube was viewed as at least "sometimes helpful" 
by 41% of students, despite being inaccessible at school due to restrictions. 
Student Recommended Changes. My fifth research question was: What would students 
change about the current educational technology at FHC? 
Results for this question are based on the combined responses for survey question 
I 08, "If you could meet the person in charge of technology at F .H. Collins what would 
you say?" and survey question I 07, "If you were building a brand new school and money 
41 
was no object, what kind of technology would you put in place and/or provide to 
students?" Both questions were deliberately hypothetical situations to allow for a broad 
range of open-ended student responses regarding educational technology that were 
beyond the scope of a purely quantitative study. For these questions, I have analyzed the 
data qualitatively and presented samples of student responses that I believe represent the 
general sentiment students expressed regarding a particular technology or issue. I would 
like to stress that I believe it was very important for my study to provide students with an 
opportunity for their voices to be represented. Although I believe that I am generally 
competent with educational technology, at times I believe that students do know more 
about educational technology than I do - unlike many FHC students I am not a digital 
native. As the response to survey question 92, "Do you feel you know more about 
technology than most of your teachers?" demonstrates, students generally believed they 
knew more about technology than their teachers (Figure 6). However, I will say that 
although students believed they knew more about technology than their teachers, the 
study provides no evidence that they actually do know more. Because 65% of 
respondents believed they knew more about technology than their teachers, this project 
provided a forum for students to speak to their own educational technology needs. 
Survey Question 92. Do you feel you know more about technology 
than most of your teachers? 
100% ~----~--~--~----~~--------r---~--------~~--
90% 
80% 
70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 
0% 
Other First Non First 
Nations Nations 
(n=l2) (n=223) 
Metis 
(n=13) 
Yukon First All 
Nations Immigrants (n=307) 
(n=46) (n=7) 
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Figure 6. All FHC students regardless of self-identified demographic felt they know 
more about technology than most of their teachers. (Blank responses discounted). 
The only demographic grouping that felt they knew less about technology than their 
teachers were students in Grade 8 ( 42% believed they knew more about technology than 
their teachers, table by grade not provided). 
Respondents' Open-Ended Responses 
Respondents' open-ended responses generally commented on the technologies that 
were previously queried in the survey. (To maintain the authenticity of student voices, 
student statements presented here have not been corrected for grammar. However, 
spelling has been corrected in the interest of the readability of this research report.) 
Frustrations with internet site restrictions was the complaint most often voiced by 
respondents, with 133 comments directed towards YesNet site restrictions. Requests for 
wireless network access ( 1 08) comprised the second highest area addressed by 
respondents. As one student stated, "things like YesNet- which blocks websites that 
aren't harmful or which are needed to finish a project- the school falls behind because of 
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this. Also- while restricting wireless access may lower the internet usage- it also lessens 
the ability for students to finish work that may be on their personal laptops or other 
devices." Another respondent commented, "a student wireless network would be very 
helpful. My rationale for this request is that when a student is in a grad privilege or spare 
[time period with no scheduled class], limited research can be done because no access is 
allowed to the computer labs and priority is given to classes that book the library 
computers. If wireless was available research would not be limited at these times." Given 
the relatively high importance students place on internet search engines and the devices 
used to access the internet when attempting to complete schoolwork, I was not 
particularly surprised with the frequency of these types of comments. 
Facebook (36) and YouTube (34) and personal e-mail sites like Hotmail (16) were 
often addressed specifically as internet sites that students wanted to be able to access at 
school. As one student commented, "Could we lift the Yesnet password for Youtube and 
Facebook? Youtube is extremely helpful for research projects and Facebook lets us share 
them." Yet contrary opinion was also voiced regarding wi-fi and YesNet restrictions, 
"I'm gonna write it like this: Keep the password ofwi-fi unknown to students. Keep 
Facebook blocked." But students generally commented that they wanted wi-fi access. 
Regarding Facebook access, Figure 5 shows that only a slight majority of students felt 
Facebook should be accessible through technology provided by FHC. In regards to e-mail 
one student commented, "Don't force us to use FirstClass, it is hard and unfamiliar to 
work with. Our hotmail account is easier and more familiar to use, therefore helping us to 
finish schoolwork at home." 
Respondents also requested greater access to laptops and tablets. One respondent 
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said, "Each student would be given/loaned a laptop. This would give each student equal 
opportunity." Another student commented, "Laptops for every student to have during 
school hours, because sometimes you really need one in class." Yet another student 
wrote, "I would give them [students] unrestricted wi-fi and give them all the opportunity 
to use laptops from home." These quotes are representative in that when students 
addressed laptops it was either to suggest that the school provide laptops or that students 
be allowed to use laptops from home. Comments regarding laptops (93) exceeded 
requests for tablets (63) at roughly a 3:2 ratio. That tablets were mentioned so often is 
noteworthy because the survey response means for importance level for "Laptop" (3.43) 
far exceed that for "Tablet" (2.02). Although currently ranking a relatively low 
importance level response means, perhaps students see tablets as having future potential 
in helping to complete schoolwork. One respondent wrote, "No books- all material on 
ipad- no paper - everything handed in through ipad." 
Respondents also demonstrated an awareness of the location of technology use. 
Students quoted above mentioned, "in class," "computer labs" and "library." Another 
student commented, "Nicer quieter places with computers. A little sanctuary where kids 
could bring laptops to school and work on it there." Students not only commented on 
greater access to Wi-Fi and laptop computers, but that they would like to use educational 
technology in a greater variety of school locations. 
Respondents also commented on printers (26) often enough that I felt it to be 
noteworthy. Comments included, "put an extra printer in the school library," it is 
important to have a good computer center with printers," and "printers would be 
connected to the school wireless." The general sentiment expressed seemed to be greater 
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access to printers. 
Computer projectors were mentioned 16 times with students generally commenting 
projectors should be available in all classrooms. 
Although not commented upon as frequently as technology previously addressed in 
the survey, respondents provided valid observations about what they would change about 
technology at FHC. Respondents addressed smartboards (19) with some regularity. One 
student commented, "I think smartboards are a very important utensil. I have visited 
numerous schools with them and the students all say it' s a really good educational tool." 
Some students (14) also expressed their frustration with the dominance ofMac products 
at FHC. One comment was, PC computers, most of us don't have apples at home; they 
are expensive and NO apple documents are compatible with PC computers. Apple 
computers are frustrating and difficult. Trying to bring work from home to a mac? Forget 
it." 
Two types of comments in particular surprised me. One type was that respondents 
(1 0) desired greater access to a 200 year old technology that was discovered over 1500 
years ago: electricity. Respondents simply wanted a place to plug-in and recharge the 
batteries of their electronic devices. As one student wrote, "a place where we can plug in 
our laptops if they're about to die without having to sit on the floor." The second type of 
response that surprised me was that respondents (6) did not express frustration with the 
technology at FHC but with teachers not being able to help them use the technology 
already at school. As a respondent straightforwardly commented, "teachers should all 
know how to use Mac programs and be able to help kids on Mac computers." Students 
who provided this type of comment generally expressed frustration with teachers' 
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inability to use the technology already in place at FHC. 
The following quote addressed: wireless technology, personal mobile devices that 
could access the Internet everywhere in the school, a realization that not all students have 
these personal devices and that teachers must be technologically competent - themes that 
seemed to summarize the students' qualitative responses and addressed key issues as to 
why FHC students may feel powered up or down at school. 
I would say that they [those responsible for technology at FHC] should 
incorporate more technology into the school curriculum. I also think students 
should have access to the school wi-fi on their Ipods, laptops, etc. This would 
make more computers available in the library for students without these tools. 
This would also let students ' take' the internet around with them so they 
can work anywhere on school grounds. It would also be good if teachers 
took an introductory course with the programs that would be frequently 
used. That ways they are able to help students during work in the program. 
Not all respondents took the opportunity to provide qualitative responses and I do 
not propose that any of the quotes cited here represented the entire FHC student body. 
However, I do think the above quotes provided insight into areas regarding technology 
that students would change. Student opinions needed to be formally presented. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
The purpose of this study was to determine how secondary students attending F .H. 
Collins (FHC) in Whitehorse, Yukon in spring, 2011 viewed and used technology to 
complete their studies at school and at home. I would like to reiterate that the purpose of 
this study was not to create a list of technologies I believe should be purchased for a new 
school. My conclusions and recommendations provide insights for educators into how 
contemporary northern students view and use educational technology that could inform 
decisions about the educational technologies to incorporate into a new school. 
Over 50% of FHC students responded to a voluntary and anonymous quantitative 
survey conducted by FHC staff. That 321 of approximately 620 students were willing to 
write a survey for apparently no immediate personal benefit I believe demonstrated that 
students attending FHC were interested in expressing their views on modem educational 
technology. Although over 50% ofFCH students responded to the survey, a large 
proportion (42%) did not - that students did not respond is attributable to students 
refusing to complete the survey, but also due to student absenteeism on the day the 
survey was written and the fact that 3 of29 teachers choose not to administer the survey. 
That 26 of 29 teachers willingly administered the survey demonstrated, in my view, that 
today's FHC educators continue to participate in exploring how new technology can be 
used to better professional practice. 
Based on my experience and observations as an FHC teacher, I believe my results 
were representative of the FHC student body. At times I analyzed my results by the 
demographic groupings of student grade and self-identification. As Table 1 demonstrated, 
thereby strengthening the validity of my conclusions, the demographic groupings of my 
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project are proportional to the entire FHC student body; for example, First Nations 
comprised 18% of respondents and comprised 17% of the entire FHC student population. 
The quantitative data and open-ended responses gathered from my survey of FHC 
students provided the factual information and students' personal views upon which my 
analysis was based. 
This final chapter first presents my conclusions in response to each of my five 
research questions. My conclusions focus on the first four questions. This is not to say I 
did not consider the analysis of the Student Suggested Changes and Respondents' Open-
Ended Responses sections insightful - quite the opposite. But I believed my analysis for 
the first four questions was based upon quantitative data and was far less subject to 
personal interpretation than the open-ended responses. 
Following my conclusions I discuss some of the limitations of this research. Then, 
keeping in mind the study's limitations, I provide recommendations for the new school 
Building Advisory Committee (BAC). The BAC may choose to consider the results of 
this study to gain understanding about how contemporary northern students view and use 
technology to complete their schoolwork and when contemplating the educational 
technology needs of the students who will be attending the new FHC. I close this chapter, 
and my reporting of the study, with a philosophical last word. 
My central focus question was, "How do students at F. H. Collins Secondary 
School in Whitehorse, Yukon view and use technology while pursuing their studies?" 
The more complete answer to this question rests within this chapter's conclusions and 
recommendations, but I conclude that respondents felt powered down while attending 
FHC because the educational technology students use most often and believe to be most 
important when completing schoolwork was more accessible to them at home than at 
school. 
Conclusions 
Powered Up or Down 
Respondents felt themselves to be powered down at FHC compared to at home. 
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Educational technology may be a broad term but 73% of all respondents felt that their 
educational technology access level was higher at home than at school (Figure 1). Even 
the youngest demographic grouping, grade 8's, clearly believed (65%) their access level 
to educational technology was higher at home than at school. Respondents felt powered 
down while at school because they had higher access levels to educational technology at 
home, both in terms of technological devices (such as laptops) and access to internet sites 
(the FHC server blocks too many Internet sites). This position will be discussed in greater 
detail throughout my conclusions. 
FHC students' inability to access educational technology at school is affecting 
students' work patterns. The majority of respondents (66%) reported that they often take 
schoolwork home specifically because of technological restrictions at school (Figure 4). I 
conclude one reason that students are taking schoolwork home is because of internet site 
restrictions while using the FHC server. 
Site restrictions imposed by the FHC server are preventing students from accessing 
what they believe to be legitimate internet site when completing schoolwork at school. A 
slim majority (56%) of students believed they should be allowed to access Facebook 
using the school Internet server. How useful Facebook may be to students when they are 
completing schoolwork may be debatable, especially when only 39% of grade 12's 
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thought Facebook should be accessible via the school's server, but the fact remains the 
majority of students want access to Facebook while at school (Figure 5). (Seventy per 
cent of Yukon First Nations respondents felt students should be able to access Facebook 
via the FHC server). Facebook's full potential as a means for students to communicate 
and share ideas regarding schoolwork remains untapped as long as Facebook is blocked 
by the FHC server. I am willing to debate my position that students should be allowed to 
access Facebook while at school, but when the vast majority of respondents (87%) report 
they were regularly denied access by the FHC server to what they considered to be 
legitimate internet sites it is clear that respondents felt constricted in their ability to 
complete schoolwork requiring the internet while at school. 
The overwhelming majority (79%) of the largest demographic grouping by student 
self-identification, Non First Nations (226 total respondents), felt powered down at FHC 
but only 58% of Yukon First Nations students (46 total respondents), the second largest 
demographic grouping by self-identification, felt powered down while attending FHC. 
This 19% gap is a very serious concern. A possible explanation for Yukon First Nations 
being less likely to feel powered down was that Yukon First Nations students who carried 
a handheld device that could access the internet without the FHC wireless network (58%) 
exceeded the respective response for Non First Nations (52%). Therefore Yukon First 
Nations had greater access to the internet where school server site restrictions were not in 
place while at school than did Non First Nations. But Yukon First Nations ' slightly 
higher access levels to the Internet via the 3G network using a personal handheld device 
does not conclusively explain why Yukon First Nations were so much less likely to feel 
powered down than Non First Nations while attending FHC. The obvious conclusion that 
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Yukon First Nations were less likely to feel powered down at FHC because they have 
lower access levels to educational technology at home must be avoided unless further 
study proves this situation to be true. For example, my project showed that Yukon First 
Nations respondents (52%) were more likely to have their own laptop than Non First 
Nations respondents (43%). Metis (13 respondents) and Other First Nations (12 
respondents) were even less likely to feel powered down than their Yukon First Nations 
counterparts and responded 41% and 40% respectively that their access to educational 
technology was higher at home than at school. (Figure 2). The evidence provided in this 
study does not support conclusions as to why Aboriginals attending FHC were less likely 
to feel powered down than Non First Nations . Any such conclusions are beyond the 
scope of the study. However, Yukon educators and especially decision-makers should be 
aware that Aboriginals attending FHC were less likely to feel powered down than were 
Non First Nations students. Further investigation may reveal inequities in technology 
access that can be addressed through targeted distribution of resources, or alternatively, 
may reveal that access to wireless devices at school is an effective way to support 
Aboriginal students' school success. 
Ownership and Access 
I stated earlier that respondents felt powered down at school because they had 
higher access levels to educational technology at home in terms of technological devices. 
But not all respondents had access to a computer at home. Nineteen percent of 
respondents reported they did not have any home to a desktop computer. Sixteen percent 
of respondents reported they did not have any home access to a laptop computer (Table 
3). The major concern arising from this data is if the same students who do not have a 
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desktop at home also do not have a laptop at home they will be unable to complete 
homework that requires the internet and word processing. However, the vast majority of 
students have immediate access to computers and also the internet at home (80% of 
respondents had access to wireless internet at home). Forty-five per cent of respondents 
had their own laptop and this number rose to 52% for Yukon First Nations respondents 
(Table 3). Even discounting home desktop computers, simple math indicates that nearly 
one out of two students have their own computer- a ratio that FHC, even when counting 
all laptops and desktops in the building available to students, is nowhere near meeting. 
Although more respondents had their own "Handheld w. Net" (57%) than had their own 
laptops (45%), handheld devices with internet access do not have word processing 
capabilities. A laptop computer is a mobile device that is capable of both word processing 
and searching the internet if a wireless network is available. I fully realize that if 45% of 
students have their own laptop, 55% do not. But I still conclude that more must be done 
to encourage students to take personal laptops to school. 
Frequency of Use 
Study results showed that students used desktop and laptop computers, printers, 
software, search engines, and word processing more than other technologies to complete 
schoolwork (Tables 4 & 6). Students at FHC are far from a paperless society as 61% of 
respondents used a printer at least sometimes to complete schoolwork at school and 68% 
of respondents used a printer at least sometimes to complete schoolwork at home (Table 
5). I conclude if educators want students to submit hard copies of assignments, printers 
must be made available to students while they are at school. It is especially important for 
the school to provide printers because 6% of respondents reported that they did not have 
a printer at home (Table 3) and 38% of Yukon First Nations respondents reported they 
did not have a printer at home. This data not only makes clear that FHC must have 
printers accessible to students but may also explain why Yukon First Nations were less 
likely to feel powered down while at FHC. 
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Forty six percent of respondents claimed that they "often" (25%) or "always" 
(21%) used laptops to complete schoolwork at home, compared to 31% of respondents 
who claimed that they "often" (21%) or "always" ( 10%) used desktops to complete 
schoolwork at home (Table 5). Twenty seven percent of respondents claimed that they 
"never" (6%) or "rarely" (21 %) used desktops to complete schoolwork at school 
compared to 46% of respondents who claimed that they "never" (29%) or "rarely" ( 17%) 
used desktops to complete schoolwork at home (Table 5). Seventy one per cent of 
respondents never used a laptop at school while only 6% of respondents never used a 
laptop while at home to complete schoolwork. This data leads me to two conclusions. 
First, I conclude that FHC students use desktops more often than laptops at school but use 
laptops more often than desktops at home. This use pattern may indicate that, when given 
the choice, students prefer to use laptops to desktops. One might argue this clearly makes 
sense because 45% of respondents own laptops that cannot access the internet via the 
school's wireless network but can access the internet at home and FHC does not provide 
students with accesses to laptops, only desktops. But that is my point exactly- if 59% of 
respondent have their own laptop or live in a household where there is more than one 
laptop and family members share (Table 3) and 46% often or always use a laptop to 
complete school work while at home (Table 5) then the reality is almost 50% of all 
students have constant and immediate access to, and frequently use, laptops to complete 
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schoolwork. Students use desktops at FHC because desktops are the only option - the 
school provides desktops and students cannot fully utilize their personal laptops at school 
because students are denied access to the school's wireless network. 
My second conclusion is drawn from data that indicates 46% of students often or 
always use an available computer (a laptop) at home and 32% of students often or always 
use an available computer (a desktop) at school to complete schoolwork. These figures 
indicate that if students have access to a computer to complete schoolwork a large 
proportion of them will use the available computer. The simple explanation for students 
using computers less often at school is that FHC only has desktop computers in dedicated 
labs and therefore students must physically move from the regular classroom to the 
computer lab and this option to move may not be available to all of the students all of the 
time. At home, students may be able to use a laptop to complete schoolwork wherever 
they are whenever they want (given parents allow them to do so). 
"Tablet" technology was "never" used by respondents at school (90%) or at home 
(85%), but I believe the fact that tablets were only fairly recently introduced to the market 
could explain why students used tablets so rarely to complete schoolwork (Table 5). 
Worthy of note is that only the most recent generation of tablets possesses word 
processing capability. I propose that tablet technology has great potential in schools 
because the most recent tablets are mobile, can access the internet, and possess word 
processing capabilities. Essentially these are laptop computers - the device students 
currently prefer to use when completing schoolwork. However, the cost of the devices is 
somewhat lower than laptops, which could improve access. 
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Word processing and search engines were used with much greater regularity than 
any other applications or software - the response means for how often students used these 
to complete schoolwork whether at home or at school exceeded all other types of 
applications or software by at least one full point on a 5-point Likert-type scale (Table 6). 
Because word processing was used by respondents with such regularity, throughout my 
conclusions I have stressed the word processing capabilities of laptops (and potentially 
tablets) and specifically stated that handheld devices with internet access do not have 
word processing capabilities. 
I conclude that the two applications "Word Processing" and "Search Engine" are 
generally used in conjunction by students. I came to this conclusion because the results 
for how often respondents used these two applications far exceeded how often students 
used all other types of applications or software (Table 6). My conclusion is also 
supported by the fact that the results for these applications at home (mean response 3.50, 
3.96 respectively) and at school (mean response 3.53, 3.97 respectively) were strikingly 
similar, not only in terms of how often students used the applications but in the similar 
spread of0.46 and 0.44, respectively, between "Word Processing" and "Search Engine". 
Although my conclusion connecting word processing and searching the internet is not 
definitive, my preliminary results demonstrate educators must consider this connection 
between word processing and searching the internet when considering whether students 
may require a particular technology to complete schoolwork. For example, laptops (and 
perhaps tablets) appear better suited to students' educational technology needs, given 
current assignments, than are handheld devices or cellphones. Other than word 
processing and search engines, respondents were most likely to use presentation software. 
Thirty four percent of respondents reported using use "presentation software" at least 
sometimes while at school (Table 7). 
56 
YouTube was used to complete schoolwork at least "sometimes" by 42% of 
respondents while at home but by only 17% of respondents while at school (Table 7). 
Many students are regularly using YouTube to complete schoolwork at home but because 
the site is currently blocked by the FHC server, students are unable to work to their full 
potential at school to complete assignments that could utilize Y ouTube. 
When I analyzed what I believe to be technologies primarily used for 
communication (e-mail, Facebook), I found that when given the choice respondents 
preferred not to use technology provided by the school. At home students used Facebook 
(M=2.43) and personal e-mail accounts (M=2.43) such as Hotmail rather than the school-
provided FirstClass (M=l.71) (Table 6). Only at school, where students were denied 
internet access to Facebook (M= l.48) and personal e-mail sites (M= l.59), did 
respondents more often use FirstClass e-mail (M=2.33); the response means for how 
often students used FirstClass e-mail at school demonstrates that respondents used 
FirstClass e-mail (M=2.33) less often at school then they used Facebook (M=2.43) or 
personal e-mail accounts (M=2.43) at home (Table 6). I have already suggested that 
Facebook's full potential as a means for students to communicate and share ideas 
regarding schoolwork remains untapped as long as Facebook is blocked by the FHC 
server. I now extend this reasoning to students' personal e-mail accounts. Although more 
study specific to how students apply these technologies to completing schoolwork is 
required, I conclude students' inability to use their preferred communication sites 
heightens the feeling of being powered down while at FHC. 
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Important Technologies 
The data clearly revealed that the educational technology respondents felt to be 
most important were word processing and search engines (Table 8). How important 
respondents felt technological devices and software were to completing schoolwork was 
linked to how often students used a device to complete homework. The five technologies 
(search engine, word processing", printer, desktop and laptop) used most often by 
respondents were also the only technologies to record a negative skew in terms of how 
important respondents felt these technologies to be when completing schoolwork (Tables 
8). Much like for how often students used word processing and search engines to 
complete schoolwork, results for how important respondents reported "Word Processing" 
(M=4.05) and "search engine" (M=4.18) to be were strikingly similar. "Word processing" 
was considered to be "very important" for 49%, and "search engine" for 55%, of 
respondents. These two types of software applications were the only educational 
technology indicated by the majority, or very near majority, of respondents to be "very 
important" for completing schoolwork. In fact, no other educational technology was 
indicated as "important" by respondents (Table 8). The technological devices of "printer" 
(M=3.86) and "desktop" (M=3.69) came close to being ranked as "important" by 
respondents and along with laptop (M=3.43) were the only educational technologies to be 
considered at least "helpful" by respondents. Presentation software (M=2.80) was the 
third-highest ranked software or application and was viewed as slightly less than 
"helpful." 
In conjunction with this data I expected a higher importance ranking for computer 
projectors but 67% of students responded a "computer projector was "never" or only 
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"sometimes helpful" (Table 8). I expected "computer projector" to have a higher 
importance ranking because given that 80% of respondents indicated "presentation 
software" to be at least "sometimes helpful" to completing schoolwork I believed 
respondents would naturally also rank at least "sometimes helpful" a device that could be 
used to present their completed presentations (Table 8). 
The majority of respondents considered all the devices or software not already 
discussed to be only "sometimes helpful" (Table 8). This included technologies I 
consider to be used primarily for communication: e-mail and Facebook. Be it for 
Facebook (68%), personal e-mail (57%) or FirstClass e-mail (63%), the majority of 
respondents claimed such software to be only "sometimes helpful" or "never helpful". 
Almost half of students ( 48%) found Face book to be "never helpful". That students found 
Facebook and personal e-mail relatively unimportant can be explained by the fact these 
Internet sites are blocked by the FHC server. However, when 37% of respondents also 
claim their YesNet e-mail account to be "never helpful" I must conclude that many 
students do not consider Facebook or any type of e-mail to be useful to completing 
schoolwork. 
Student Suggested Changes 
I stated earlier in my conclusions that I considered changes students suggested and 
the observations made in the Respondents' Open Ended Responses section insightful -
and I still believe this to be true. The majority of respondents (65%) felt that they knew 
more about technology than their teachers. However, definite conclusions arising from 
responses to subquestion 5 are beyond the scope of my study as I did not systematically 
develop themes by which to academically analyze the data I collected. I will simply 
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restate that I felt it very important for my project to be a platform where students had the 
opportunity for their voices to be represented and I believe my Respondents' Open Ended 
Responses section has done so. 
Limitations of Project 
The greatest limitation for application of these findings was imposed by the choice 
to survey students of today when trying to conceptualize the school oftomorrow. New 
technologies and applications might be so groundbreaking that they were not 
acknowledged by the survey questions and student responses. To use an analogy, if one 
had asked suburban families in 1982 what they wanted from a car, they wouldn't have 
described the minivan. But when the minivan was introduced by Chrysler in 1983 the 
market was transformed. Perhaps the 'minivan ' in my study was the tablet, because the 
vast majority of students did not use tablets or believe tablets to be important to 
completing their schoolwork. I mentioned that a tablet with word processing capabilities 
is essentially a laptop computer and my results show that a great many students currently 
have their own, and regularly use at least while at home, a laptop computer. Perhaps 
tablets will be the new laptop and have the potential to revolutionize the educational 
technology students use at home and at school, but my study cannot conclusively predict 
such a revolution. However, this 'minivan ' example does not prove that insights 
regarding how educational technology might be used in the future were not discovered by 
this project. 
Technology changes so rapidly that my conclusions and recommendations could 
possibly be obsolete before understandings resulting from my projects' results can be 
applied. This is especially true if the building of a new school takes longer than is 
60 
currently planned. But if a particular demographic grouping has special needs today, 
extra concern should be taken to ensure the digital divide does not grow even greater 
tomorrow. A definite limitation of this study was that although my survey did provide 
data by student self-identification such as Yukon First Nations, my survey did not 
provide other socio-economic status data such as family income or education level of 
parents. Such data would be invaluable in trying to identify specific demographic 
groupings, such as those with low family income, who were also powered down while at 
FHC. Alternately, it is important to understand the causes of gaps between who is 
powered down and who is not because this information can be applied in developing 
programs to level the playing field in terms of school and home access to technology for 
certain groups. My results demonstrating that 58% of Yukon First Nations felt powered 
down at school compared to 79% of Non First Nations highlights the validity of such a 
concern. 
My conclusions demonstrated that when a computer is available students use its 
word processing and internet search capabilities to complete schoolwork. I stated that all 
respondents did not have access to a computer at home because 19% of respondents 
reported they did not have any access a desktop computer and 16% of respondents 
reported they did not have any access to a laptop computer at home (Table 3). A 
limitation of my study is that I cannot prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the same 
16% of students who do not have access to a laptop to a computer are indeed the same 
students who also were part of the 19% of students who did not have a desktop. Of 
greater concern than this lingering doubt is that my study cannot identify which of the 
16% of respondents may potentially not have any computer at home. If such a potentially 
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large percentage (16%) of students do not have a computer at home, it is imperative these 
students are identified so that programs can be established to provide the educational 
technology these students need to succeed in the contemporary educational environment. 
Another limitation of my project was that as my conclusions focused on the FHC 
student body as a whole - there were not enough conclusions specific to explaining why 
Yukon First Nations, other First Nations, and Metis students attending FHC were so 
much more likely to feel powered down than their Non First Nations counterparts. An 
assumption would be that Aboriginals had lower access to educational technology at 
home but this assumption is difficult to substantiate when 52% of Yukon First Nations 
have their own laptop computers. But 38% of Yukon First Nations respondents claim not 
to have a printer at home compared to a response of 8% for Non First Nations. I believe I 
could write a second report comparing the responses of Yukon First Nations to Non First 
Nations respondents but this analysis is beyond the scope of my current study. 
Recommendations 
In completing this project I believe I have much insight to offer the BAC in terms 
of how contemporary northern students view and use educational technology to complete 
schoolwork. I think my conclusions have wider implications for educators considering 
modem educational technology and contemporary pedagogy, although my 
recommendations are currently directed to the BAC for consideration as its members 
contemplate what educational technologies to incorporate into the new school. 
I recommend that all students have access to wireless internet while at FHC. In 
conjunction with access to wireless internet, students should be encouraged to take 
personal technological devices to school and to use them there. Because nearly 50% of 
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students already own laptop computers and even more (60%) own handheld devices that 
can search the internet via a wireless network, a major resource that could help students 
to complete schoolwork is being left at home or is not used being used to full potential 
while students attend school. 
Sixty-six per cent of respondents were taking schoolwork home specifically 
because of technological restrictions at school. Allowing students access to the FHC 
wireless network via students' personal computers and handheld devices (and tablets) 
would enable those students with such devices to access the internet "whenever, 
wherever" while at school just as they are doing at home. Respondents claimed the most 
important educational technology to completing schoolwork is an internet search engine 
-to be clear, students need the World Wide Web to complete schoolwork. If we do not 
want students to feel powered down while at the new FHC the internet must be as 
accessible as possible. 
Making the internet accessible as possible also means allowing students access to a 
greater variety of internet sites. I recommend that the policy regarding internet site 
restrictions by the FHC server be reviewed. The overwhelming majority (87%) of 
respondents felt they were denied access to legitimate sites and this frustration is causing 
students to feel powered down while at FHC and hindering their ability to complete 
schoolwork while at school. 
In my literature review I quoted Oliveira (2010) to demonstrate that, "Canadians 
spend more time online than any others ... Y ouTube per capita consumption of video is 
No. 1 in the world ... Canadians were among the eager early adopters ofFacebook". I 
recommend that students be allowed access to Facebook and personal e-mail accounts 
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such as Hotmail via the school server. Students did not rank these communication sites as 
particularly important when completing schoolwork while at home or while at school and 
more study as to how students apply this software to their studies may be required, but 
my conclusions showed that students prefer Facebook and personal e-mail accounts to 
YesNet e-mail. Opportunity for students to use these sites while at school should be 
provided so that students at least have the possibility of using these sites to their full 
potential. A large proportion ( 42%) of students reported using Y ouTube at least 
sometimes while at home to complete schoolwork and I recommend students also be 
allowed to access Y ouTube via the school server. I believe that students attending the 
new FHC must not be disconnected from the reality of how Canadian society uses the 
internet and should have access to Facebook, personal e-mail accounts, and YouTube. 
Almost half of all students ( 49%) indicated they use presentation software at school 
at least sometimes but currently at FHC no computer projectors or screens are available 
for student use outside of regular classrooms (for example, the library) for students to 
practice and prepare their presentations. I recommend the new school has the necessary 
hardware, such as computer projectors and large screens, in public areas such as the 
library, for students to practice and prepare for their classroom presentations 
Respondents considered a printer to be the most important technological device to 
being able to complete schoolwork and 38% of Yukon First Nations respondents did not 
have access to a printer at home. Therefore I strongly recommend that printers must be 
readily available to students at the new FHC. As FHC is far from a paperless community 
this most mundane of devices, the printer, must be central to the incorporation of 
educational technology at the new school. 
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My final recommendation concerns students' use of word processing, internet 
search engines, and mobile devices. Reading and writing, albeit done with more modem 
technology than books, pens, and paper, seems still very much in vogue. My conclusions 
suggest students use word processing and internet search engines in conjunction when 
completing schoolwork. My conclusions provide evidence that word processing and 
internet search engines are used much more often, and are considered far more important, 
than any other types of applications or software. Students are using laptops, which are 
mobile, more often than desktops, which are stationary. I have already recommended that 
students be encouraged to use take their laptops (and tablets) to school. But many 
students do not own such devices. If we do not any want students to feel powered down 
while at the new FHC more must be done to replicate the situation of internet access and 
word processing capabilities "wherever, whenever" like most students have at home-
encourage students to take their personal laptops to school and forego desktop computers 
in dedicated labs for laptops on portable carts or laptops or tablets provided for students. 
Whether tablets or laptops, any technological devices that are provided at the new FHC 
must have word processing, be able to search the Internet, and be mobile if they are 
going to be fully capable of helping students complete schoolwork. 
I suggest further study is required to discover if a particular demographic grouping 
of students attending FHC is without access to the internet and both a laptop and a 
desktop computer, and perhaps a printer, at home, so that more can be done to address the 
educational technology needs particular to this demographic grouping. Such a study may 
also identify why Yukon First Nations, other First Nations, and Metis students were so 
much more likely to feel powered down while at FHC than their Non First Nations 
counterparts. 
A Philosophical Last Word 
Students' quantitative and open-ended responses clearly demonstrated that two 
major issues contributing to students feeling powered down while at school was their 
inability to use the FHC wireless network and being denied access to what they 
considered to be legitimate internet sites. 
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I recommended that students at FHC be allowed to use the wireless network, which 
raises the issue of whether students should be allowed to use their own personal devices, 
ranging from laptops to iPods, to do so. Or perhaps the Yukon public education system 
should not encourage students' personal devices at school and should invest more heavily 
in wireless and mobile technology (servers, laptops, or perhaps tablets) to ensure all 
students have equal access, at least at school, to educational technology. I could also ask 
if all students should have to supply their own paper while at school or should the 
education system do so? Definitively answering these ethical and fiscal questions of 
whether educational technology, modem or not, should be provided by the individual or 
the public education system are beyond the scope of this study. However, this study and 
the imminent building of a new FHC makes clear that now is the time for Yukon 
educators to contemplate these ethical and fiscal issues. 
As controversial as the issue of how to give greater access to mobile technology to 
students while they are at school might be, levels of student access to the internet's 
content is even more controversial. My results demonstrated that the majority of students 
at FHC believed they were regularly denied access to legitimate internet sites. This 
perceived limited access to the internet could explain not only why so many students 
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regularly take schoolwork home specifically because of technological restrictions but also 
why the majority of students felt powered down while at FHC. Reasons that Yukon 
educators limit student access to the internet include cost issues related to streaming large 
amounts of video, disciplinary issues of students accessing inappropriate sites, and the 
dangers of viruses and on-line sexual predators. I believe there are highly valid reasons 
for limiting students' access to internet content but with this limitation comes a limitation 
on free thought- or in this case how much internet content students can access while at 
FHC. With so many serious issues and individual perspectives to consider when 
determining how much internet access students should have at FHC, I believe it is well 
beyond the scope of this study to recommend what the access level of students to Internet 
content should be. Perhaps more time could be spent developing screening technology 
that can block access to inappropriate sites while not blocking legitimate sites. Perhaps a 
system of individual passwords for students that allows parents to determine access for 
his or her child to internet content could be also be explored. I fully realize these 
recommendations are not novel and are easier to suggest than they are to complete. Given 
the complexity of determining how much access students should have to internet content 
at school and considering that respondents believed so strongly that they were regularly 
denied access to legitimate internet sites, I suggest now is an excellent time for Yukon 
educators, parents and students to discuss what that level of access while students are at 
school should be and how to best monitor use once the decision is made. 
In this study, respondents clearly indicated that the majority of them felt powered 
down while at FHC. The technology that revolutionizes education my soon arrive, but in 
spring of2011 when students ofFHC completed schoolwork they most often used 
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printers, computers, word processing and internet search engines. Student also indicated 
that these same technologies were the most important to them when completing 
schoolwork. I believe this study of how contemporary northern students view and use 
modem technology provides insights for Yukon educators whether evaluating today's 
pedagogical practices or helping plan for the school of tomorrow. My study has not 
resolved long-standing educational ethical issues such as what resources should be 
provided by a public education system to individual students or how much access 
students should have to content that some would consider objectionable or dangerous. 
However, this study has demonstrated that with the rapidly changing array of educational 
technology, the Yukon community, now more than ever, must continue to question what 
combination of educational technology can best meet the needs of those our public 
education system was designed to serve - our students, our children. 
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Appendix A - Survey 
STUDENT USE OF TECHNOLOGY TODAY 
This survey is part of a University of Northern British Columbia research project by 
Michael Toews. All responses are completely confidential. Any data collected is for 
educational purposes will not be shared with private businesses. 
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This survey is designed to track the ways students at F. H. Collins view and use 
technology to complete schoolwork at home and at school. The researcher is aware that 
some of the devices and applications you use at home or at school are not provided by 
the school. 
Survey Instructions 
1. The survey takes approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
2. When complete the survey, fold in half before submitting it to your teacher. 
3. Your teacher will collect, but not look at, the survey and place it in an envelope. 
4. You are not required to complete the survey. Your participation is voluntary. If you do 
not wish to complete the survey, after 30 minutes fold the survey in half and submit a 
blank survey to your teacher. 
5. Because this project is examining how you use technology at home versus at school, 
the wording of questions is at times very similar. Read carefully the question at 
the top of each page. 
6. Later in the survey you will be asked how important you feel certain devices to be 
when completing schoolwork. Consider: 
A. How necessary the device/application is for completing assigned work. 
For example: Internet search engines to complete research, e-mail to submit 
assignments, printer to print finished work. 
B. How necessary the device/application is to helping understand assigned work. 
For example: Internet to check a teacher's homework website, cell phone to 
access on-line dictionaries, Facebook to ask questions of friends. 
C. How much time is spent using the device specifically for educational, not social 
purposes. 
For example, YouTube to watch educational videos, not cartoons; Cell phone to 
text friends with educational questions, not to chat. 
If you have any concerns or complaints about the project please direct them to: 
reb @unbc.ca or ph# 250 960 5650. Turn to page 2. 'Demographics'-? 
I. Demographics- DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS SURVEY. 
Grade 
8 
1. What grade are you 
in? (Check one box 
only). 
12. What is your gender? 
1
3. Are you currently in French 
Immersion? 
Grade Grade 
9 10 
I Male 
Yes 
4. At what school did you attend grade 7? (Check 
one box only) 
Golden Horn Elementary 
Selkirk Elementary 
Christ the King 
Whitehorse Elementary 
Elijah Smith 
Jack Hulland 
Holy Family 
Hidden Valley 
Emile Tremblay 
Yukon elementary school outside Whitehorse 
Elementary school outside Yukon 
Grade Grade 
11 12 
I Female 
No 
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5. Do you identify yourself as: (Check one box only) 
Yukon First Nations 
Other First Nations (NOT Yukon) 
Metis 
Inuit 
Immigrant to Canada (arrived in Canada after January 2009) 
Other 
6. Do you currently live in 
Gadzoosda Student Residence 
Yes No 
If you answered 'Yes' to question 6, please consider your actual home, not 
Gadzoosda to be home for purposes of this survey. 
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I 
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II. Presently, what is your level of ownership/access at home to the 
following? (Check one box only. If you have your own device, check 'Have my 
own'). 
Do not One at More Have 
have home, than one my own 
device family at home, 
at home members family 
share members 
share 
7. Printer 
8. Desktop Computer 
9. Laptop Computer 
10. Tablet. (For example, iPads) 
11 . Cell phone without Internet 
access 
12. Cell phone with Internet 
access (This includes devices 
that can: phone, text, e-mail and 
search the Internet. For example, 
iPhones and BlackBerries) 
13. Hand held device that can 
search the Internet, e-mail but 
only through a wireless network. 
(For example, iTouch) 
Please add any other electronic 
device you use at home. 
Maximum two devices. Please 
print. 
14. 
15. 
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Ill. Presently, how often do you use the following device at SChOOl to 
complete schoolwork? (Check one box only). 
C/) 
Q.) 
E 
>. ·.;:::; C/) ,_ Q.) >. Q.) Q) E 
c (lj 
> ,_ Q.) 3!: Q.) (lj 0 .t:: z a: (/) 0 <t: 
16. Printer 
17. Desktop Computer 
18. Laptop Computer 
19. Tablet. (For example, iPads) 
20. Cell phone without Internet access 
21. Cell phone with Internet access (This includes 
devices that can: phone, text, e-mail and search the 
Internet. For example, iPhones and BlackBerries). 
22. Hand held device that can search the Internet, e-
mail but only through a wireless network. (For 
example, iTouch). 
Please add any other electronic device you use at 
school. Maximum two devices. You may refer to 
previous written answers. Please print. 
23. 
24. 
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IV. Presently, how often do you use the following device at home to 
complete schoolwork? (Check one box only). 
CJ) 
Q) 
E 
>. ~ CJ) ...... Q) >. Q) Q) c ctl > ...... E Q) ~ Q) ctl 0 ~ z a: (J) 0 <( 
25. Printer 
26. Desktop Computer 
27. Laptop Computer 
28. Tablet. (For example, iPads) 
29. Cell phone without Internet access 
30. Cell phone with Internet access (This includes 
devices that can: phone, text, e-mail and search the 
Internet. For example, iPhones and BlackBerries). 
31. Hand held device that can search the Internet, e-
mail but only through a wireless network. (For 
example, iTouch). 
Please add any other electronic device you use at 
school. Maximum two devices. You may refer to 
previous written answers. Please print. 
32. 
33. 
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V. Presently, how often do you use the following at SChOOl to 
complete schoolwork? The researcher is aware that you may not be 
allowed to use some of the following at school. (Check one box only). 
Q) 
E 
..... >- :;::::; (/) 
Q) Q) 
Q) c >-
E ctl > ..... Q) !: Q) ctl 0 - <( z a: (j) 0 
34. Word Processing (For example, Word) 
35. Search Engine (For example, Google) 
36. Student ID File (Where you need to enter your 
student number as a password) 
-but not YesNet email account 
37. FirstCiass - Yes Net 
-but not YesNet email account 
38. FirstCiass- YesNet- School email account 
39. E-mail - Personal (For example, hotmail) 
40. Photoshop (or other programs for manipulating 
images) 
41. IMovie (or other programs for manipulating 
video) 
42. Facebook (or other social networking sites) 
43. YouTube 
44. Text Messaging 
45. Presentation Software (For example, 
PowerPoint) 
46. Shared Server Sites (For example, Google 
Docs) 
Please add any other applications you use at 
school. Maximum two applications. Please print. 
47. 
48. 
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VI. Presently, how often do you use the following at home to 
complete schoolwork? The researcher is aware that you may not be 
allowed to use some of the following at school. (Check one box only). 
Q) 
E 
>. :;::; (/) .... Q) >. Q) Q5 c (1j > .... E Q) s: Q) (1j 0 ~ z a: (J) 0 ~ 
49. Word Processing (For example, Word) 
50. Search Engine (For example, Google) 
51. Student ID File (Where you need to enter your 
student number as a password) 
-but not YesNet email account 
52. FirstCiass- YesNet 
-but not YesNet email account 
53. FirstCiass- YesNet- School email account 
54. E-mail - Personal (For example, hotmail) 
55. Photoshop (or other programs for manipulating 
images) 
56. IMovie (or other programs for manipulating 
video) 
57. Facebook (or other social networking sites) 
58. YouTube 
59. Text Messaging 
60. Presentation Software (For example, 
PowerPoint) 
61 . Shared Server Sites (For example, Google 
Docs) 
Please add any other applications you use at 
school. Maximum two applications. Please print. 
62. 
63. 
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VII. Presently, how important do you feel the following device/application is to 
your being able to complete schoolwork? (Check one box only) . 
(/) 
Q) - -E c c ctS ctS - :.;::;- :::J t t ..... :::J Q) :::J Q)'+- - 0 c-o > a. EO.. a. a. Q)- 0 Q) Q) E Q) a. z~ (J)..c: I - > E 
64. Printer 
65. Desktop Computer 
66. Laptop Computer 
67. Tablets with wireless Internet access (for 
example, iPad) 
68. Cell phone without Internet access 
69. Cell phone with Internet access 
70. Hand held device that can search the 
Internet, e-mail (for example, iT ouch) 
71 . Video Camera 
72. Computer Projector 
73. Word Processing (For example, Word) 
74. Search Engine (For example, Google) 
75. Student ID File (Where you need to 
enter your student number as a password) 
-but not YesNet email account 
76. FirstCiass- YesNet 
- but not YesNet email account 
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77. FirstCiass- YesNet- School email 
account 
78. E-mail - Personal (For example, 
hotmail) 
79. Photoshop (or other programs for 
manipulating images) 
80. !Movie (or other programs for 
manipulating video) 
81. Facebook (or other social networking 
site) 
82. YouTube 
83. Text Messaging 
84. Presentation Software (For example, 
PowerPoint) 
85. Shared Server Sites (For example, 
Google Docs) 
Please add any other devices/applications 
you use for schoolwork. Think about any 
applications your have downloaded and 
consider educational. Refer to your 
previous written answers. Feel free to use 
all available spaces. Please print. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89. 
90. 
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YES NO 
91 . Is your educational technology access level higher at 
home than at school? 
92. Do you feel you know more about technology than most 
of your teachers? 
93. Do you often take schoolwork home specifically because 
of technological restrictions at school? 
94. In the course of using the Internet at school are you 
regularly denied access to what you consider legitimate 
websites? 
95. Do you consider your FirstCiass email account useful? 
96. Do you regularly check teachers' homework websites? 
97. As you write this survey, could you reach from your 
pocket or bag a device that could access the Internet? 
98. As you write this survey, could you reach from your 
pocket or bag a device that could access the Internet if you 
had access to the school WIRELESS network? 
99. Do you feel teachers incorporate enough technology into 
their classroom teaching? 
100. Do you regularly carry a flash drive/USB memory stick 
with you? 
101. In your opinion, is the technology provided by F.H. 
Collins adequate to prepare you for after graduation? 
102. Do you have the Internet at home? 
103. Do you have WIRELESS Internet at home? 
1 04. Do you regularly use the technology provided by a 
location other than home or school to complete homework? 
(For example, the public library). 
105. Do you think students should be able to access 
Facebook with the school Internet? 
106. Have you ever created a blog as part of your 
schoolwork? 
106. If you could meet the person in charge of technology at F.H. Collins what 
would you say? 
107. If you were building a brand new school and money was no object, what 
kind of technology would you put in place and/or provide to students? 
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Appendix B Letters of Consent, Information Letters 
Note to Parents in School Newsletter 
Technology Survey 
There will be a survey conducted regarding how students at F .H. Collins view and use 
technology. The survey is part of a University of Northern British Columbia project by 
Michael Toews (a teacher at F.H. Collins). The information gathered will help educators 
to better understand the technological demands of students as they pursue their studies at 
home and at school. All students will have the opportunity to write the survey, but 
participation is voluntary. Any parents with concerns or questions are asked to contact 
the principal Mr. Darren Hays at F.H. Collins 667 8665 or darren.hays@gov.yk.ca. 
Parents may also contact the University of British Columbia's Research Ethics Board at 
250 960 5650 or reb@unbc.ca. 
Ethics Approval from University ofNorthem British Columbia Research Ethics Board 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN BRITISH COLUMBIA 
RESEARCH ETHICS BOARD 
To: 
cc 
Michael T owes 
Peter MacMillan 
MEMORANDUM 
From: Henry Harder, Chair 
Research Ethics Board 
Date: March 1. 2011 
Re: E2011.0215.017.00 
Student Use ofTechnology Today: Helping Plan the School of Tomorrow 
Thank you for submitting the above-noted proposal to the Research Ethics Board . Your 
proposal has been approved pending receipt of apptoval from Dr. Lemay of the Yukon 
Department of Education. 
Once a formal lettef of approval has been received , we are pleased to issue approval 
for the above named study for a period of 12 months from that date_ Continuation 
beyond 12 months w:ill require further review and renewal of REB approval. Any 
changes ot amendments to the protocol or consent form must be approved by the 
Research Ethics Board_ 
Good luck with your research. 
~"h/1-
0r_ Henry Harder 
Cha ir. Research Ethics Board 
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Ethics Approval from Yukon Department of Education 
\tkon 
Ec!ucati o~ 
Bcx ;;or()~{ V•hi:F. horse , Yu·wn Y 1A 2C6 
Mar~h 8. 20 11 
R~: Rcs\.'arch l'ro,::msa l UNnc 
Than.< you rm Lh~ np;Jort un ily to I'C\' i::>w ~ou r reso:.:m:h nrt>po~a l indi cnt i:1g that the F~s~n rcll 
wi ll be C.<.1n.::JucL.:Ll al F H Collin> .Secondar·y Schu-nl. The r<:ccnl edition of your survey meets 
the rcqtliremenh fl f the D~·part mcnt ~nd we \Vish y0u well as :<t'L ~ embark on th is work. l'kasc 
rw lc c h ~rt \''~ IHwe twt approved lhc qual ny oi' j'<)L!r propt-,sal; we lu:w ~ppro\'ccl ;he right to do 
lhc n.:>JC(Lrdt wi th :he i.::Jen [ i J i ~'{ l subjects (ll} H co: lin£. \Vt: Lnders tand lim~ yor.: "<Vi i i ftll li lllhc 
acaticrnic and cd1ical re.~ponsil-:ilirics <rs CXj)CC£cd by the u.ni \·er,ily. 
Sin.:er~ly, 
ft '-{LL~vJ/./•,/ . 
EILzabetll L~nr i!~· 
Dircctot· or" Pro;;run:s and .Services. 
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School-wide Survey Write Approval from FHC Principal 
- . 4 (. •:i I I - ; \ l" ( I ! I I d o1 I ~· ~ c h 0 0 I 
Dertr .\1r'. Toews. 
Thank yo·J for ;~,.. oppo:~ unity 1u review yot:r r~:;cmx:h pror:~sa l i1 ~d ic 11r. ir:g that the 
n~semch wi ll i:>e Cl)nrlu~t~d HI F.r I. Col l in~ Se;:t:mlury SchDnl. Tt:e rece 11t edir.ion of you~ 
s w·,·.:~· meets tl:e n!-tju ire1nenb ot"thc sd u: ul wlJ we \\i~h ym."' . I as YOll cmbruk on tbJs 
rcs.csrch. l'kasc not ' r. lu t we have not ap!)JO\'cd the lali:y of yout· proposal : W' ha,·c 
approved th,- righ1 to survey i h~ stL;dcnt; of F. H. Collins Sccundary Schoo l. V.'c 
U11th:rstu:1cl lhat ymr will fu lfi' ] tbc academic rutd ctbical rcspomibilidcs as ex~ ci d by 
tbe university. 
[f you ha-.'~ any cJU<:,lt<lllS nr .:m1c~n5 du not I csiwtc to c 01:r.-:Kr. me at your cru liesr. 
COll'<'Ctjiell <:C' . 
. -----... ,\ 
/;~ - -· 
Darren Hays 
Pri nt:i p<l; 
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Memo to FHC Teachers Requesting Support in Conducting Survey 
Memo to all teachers. 
Hello Team, 
As we all know nothing gets done at F .H. Collins without teacher support so I am asking 
for your help. Your participation is completely voluntary and I have nothing 
(gifts/cash/livestock) to give in return but my thanks ... 
As part of a Masters Project I want to conduct a school- wide survey. The focus of the 
study is how students at F.H. Collins view and use technology to complete their studies 
be it at home or at school. I aim to present my findings to the Building Advisory 
Committee that includes the ADM Christie Whitley, superintendent Mike Woods and 
F.H. Collins administration and staff. The findings from the study may ultimately guide 
decisions regarding technology and its use at the 'new' F.H. Collins. 
What am I asking you to do? 
Your participation is appreciated, buy completely voluntary. 
The survey would take place Tuesday March 29th, A Block @ 9:45 A.M. I will deliver 
the blank surveys to your on Monday the 281h and collect them directly from you on Wed. 
the 301h. The survey takes approximately 20 minutes for students to complete. By 
starting at 9:45 students could then write into the reading block. Ideally you would 
administer the survey on the requested date, but if for any reason this isn 't possible a 
different day is fine as long as it is the same block. I will provide more specific 
instructions with the survey, but it really isn't any more complicated than handing it out 
and then collecting it upon completion. 
If you have any questions or concerns just drop by my classroom or send me a note at 
M ichael.tocws@ycsnet.yk.ca and I will come to you. 
Again my thanks, 
Mike Toews 
